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Protection, Reconstruction and Recovery 
Fund to provide assistance to coastal states 
for coastal conservation, mitigation and re-
source protection activities, or other pur-
poses, based on the allocation formula pro-
vided in Section 31 of the Outer Continental 
Shelf Lands Act that is funded $10 billion 
from the following sources or any combina-
tion of funds thereof— 

(A) Receipts deposited into the Digital Tel-
evision Transition and Public Safety Fund 
that exceed estimates of the Congressional 
Budget Office for the Deficit Reduction Act 
of 2005 at the time of enactment; 

(B) Receipts (including bonus bids, rents, 
royalties, and payments associated with roy-
alties in kind) from the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge, if the Committee on Energy 
and Natural Resources of the Senate reports 
a bill, and such measure is enacted, to estab-
lish oil exploration and production in the 
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge; 

(C) Receipts equal to the amount of re-
ceipts received by the United States govern-
ment attributable to offshore energy produc-
tion (including bonus bids, rents, royalties, 
and payments associated with royalties in 
kind) for each year that exceed estimates of 
the Congressional Budget Office as of March 
16, 2006; and 

(2) that committee is within its allocation 
as provided under section 302(a) of the Con-
gressional Budget Act of 1974; 

the chairman of the Committee on the Budg-
et of the Senate may make the appropriate 
adjustments in allocations and aggregates to 
the extent that such legislation would not 
increase the deficit for fiscal year 2007 and 
for the period of fiscal years 2007 through 
2011. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant journal clerk proceeded 
to call the roll. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment. 

The amendment (No. 3165) was agreed 
to. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote. 

Mr. CONRAD. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

f 

EXECUTIVE CALENDAR 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT 
AGREEMENT 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that after the pas-
sage of the budget—I like that—the 
Senate proceed to executive session 
and proceed to two consecutive votes 
on the confirmation of the following 
judicial nominations on the Executive 
Calendar: Calendar No. 547, Jack 
Zouhary to be United States District 
Judge for the Northern District of 
Ohio; and Calendar No. 548, Stephen G. 
Larson to be United States District 
Judge for the Central District of Cali-

fornia; further, that prior to the first 
vote the two Senators from Ohio be 
given 1 minute each, and prior to the 
second vote the Senators from Cali-
fornia be given 1 minute each; that fol-
lowing these votes the President be im-
mediately notified of the Senate’s ac-
tion and the Senate then resume legis-
lative session. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, is time also re-
served before each vote for the chair-
man of the Judiciary Committee and 
ranking member? 

Mr. GREGG. There was not. But I 
will be happy to ask for that. 

Mr. LEAHY. One minute each prior; 
and I wonder if the distinguished Sen-
ator from New Hampshire would be 
willing to amend his unanimous con-
sent to make it in order to ask for the 
yeas and nays at this point on both 
votes. 

Mr. GREGG. I have no objection. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 

sufficient second? 
There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered en 

bloc. 
AMENDMENTS NOS. 3031, 3089, 3170, AND 3171, EN 

BLOC 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments be considered en bloc and 
that the motions to reconsider be laid 
upon the table: A Levin amendment 
relative to ATP; a Salazar amendment 
relative to the LWCF. I further ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
amendments which have not been filed 
be considered and agreed to en bloc, 
and the motions to reconsider be laid 
on the table: A Conrad-Gregg amend-
ment on tax cap; and a Gregg-Conrad 
amendment for Senator BYRD on mine 
safety. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

AMENDMENT NO. 3031 

(Purpose: Provide funding for the Advanced 
Technology Program to help ensure Amer-
ica’s competitive advantage and fully off-
set with reductions in function 920) 

On page 15, line 21, increase the amount by 
$140,000,000. 

On page 15, line 22, increase the amount by 
$21,000,000. 

On page 16, line 1, increase the amount by 
$98,000,000. 

On page 16, line 5, increase the amount by 
$21,000,000. 

On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$140,000,000. 

On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by 
$21,000,000. 

On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by 
98,000,000. 

On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by 
$21,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3089 

(Purpose: Restore $100 million to the Land 
and Water Conservation Fund Stateside 
Grant Program. Paid for by closing cor-
porate tax loopholes) 

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 3, line 17, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 3, line 19, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 3, line 21, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

On page 4, line 1, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 4, line 2, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 4, line 3, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

On page 13, line 21, increase the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 13, line 22, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

On page 14, line 1, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 14, line 5, increase the amount by 
$30,000,000. 

On page 14, line 9, increase the amount by 
$10,000,000. 

On page 14, line 13, increase the amount by 
$5,000,000. 

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by 
$100,000,000. 

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 
$25,000,000. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3170 

(Purpose: To provide an additional $500 mil-
lion to enhance the ability of the Internal 
Revenue Service to collect taxes owed but 
not paid voluntarily) 

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 
$363,000,000. 

On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 
$340,000,000. 

On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 
$340,000,000. 

On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by 
$14,000,000. 

On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by 
$9,000,000. 

On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by 
$340,000,000. 

On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by 
$354,000,000. 

On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by 
$363,000,000. 

On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by 
$363,000,000. 

On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 
$363,000,000. 

On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 
$340,000,000. 

On page 6, line 24, increase the amount by 
$354,000,000. 
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On page 7, line 2, increase the amount by 

$363,000,000. 
On page 7, line 4, increase the amount by 

$363,000,000. 
On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by 

$363,000,000. 
On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 

$363,000,000. 
On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 

$340,000,000. 
On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 

$14,000,000. 
On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by 

$9,000,000. 
On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by 

$137,000,000. 
On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 

$128,000,000. 
On page 55, line 13, strike $274,000,000 and 

insert $500,000,000. 
AMENDMENT NO. 3171 

(Purpose: To provide $184 million over five 
years for the Mine Safety and Health Ad-
ministration to hire additional mine safety 
inspectors) 
On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by 

$37,000,000. 
On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by 

$38,000,000. 
On page 4, line 17, increase the amount by 

$41,000,000. 
On page 4, line 19, increase the amount by 

$43,000,000. 
On page 4, line 21, increase the amount by 

$46,000,000. 
On page 5, line 4, increase the amount by 

$33,000,000. 
On page 5, line 6, increase the amount by 

$37,000,000. 
On page 5, line 8, increase the amount by 

$40,000,000. 
On page 5, line 10, increase the amount by 

$42,000,000. 
On page 5, line 12, increase the amount by 

$45,000,000. 
On page 5, line 19, decrease the amount by 

$33,000,000. 
On page 5, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$37,000,000. 
On page 5, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$40,000,000. 
On page 5, line 25, decrease the amount by 

$42,000,000. 
On page 6, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$45,000,000. 
On page 6, line 8, increase the amount by 

$33,000,000. 
On page 6, line 10, increase the amount by 

$70,000,000. 
On page 6, line 12, increase the amount by 

$110,000,000. 
On page 6, line 14, increase the amount by 

$152,000,000. 
On page 6, line 16, increase the amount by 

$197,000,000. 
On page 6, line 22, increase the amount by 

$33,000,000. 
On page 6, line 24, increase the amount by 

$70,000,000. 
On page 7, line 2, increase the amount by 

$110,000,000. 
On page 7, line 4, increase the amount by 

$152,000,000. 
On page 7, line 6, increase the amount by 

$197,000,000. 
On page 19, line 24, increase the amount by 

$36,000,000. 
On page 19, line 25, increase the amount by 

$32,000,000. 
On page 20, line 3, increase the amount by 

$36,000,000. 
On page 20, line 4, increase the amount by 

$35,000,000. 
On page 20, line 7, increase the amount by 

$37,000,000. 
On page 20, line 8, increase the amount by 

$36,000,000. 

On page 20, line 11, increase the amount by 
$37,000,000. 

On page 20, line 12, increase the amount by 
$36,000,000. 

On page 20, line 15, increase the amount by 
$38,000,000. 

On page 20, line 16, increase the amount by 
$37,000,000. 

On page 26, line 24, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 26, line 25, increase the amount by 
$1,000,000. 

On page 27, line 3, increase the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 27, line 4, increase the amount by 
$2,000,000. 

On page 27, line 7, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 27, line 8, increase the amount by 
$4,000,000. 

On page 27, line 11, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 27, line 12, increase the amount by 
$6,000,000. 

On page 27, line 15, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 27, line 16, increase the amount by 
$8,000,000. 

On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by 
$36,000,000. 

On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 
$32,000,000. 

On page 53, line 4, increase the amount by 
$36,000,000. 

On page 53, line 7, increase the amount by 
$37,000,000. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I suggest 
the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 
very close to being able to move to-
ward final passage, but we still have a 
number of amendments to dispose of. If 
we can just have the patience of the 
body for a few more minutes, we can 
dispose of these final amendments and 
move toward final passage. 

First of all, I think it is important to 
thank colleagues—dozens of col-
leagues—who have given their amend-
ments in the last hour—we appreciate 
it very much—and others who were 
able to work with us to get their 
amendments agreed to as the chairman 
has just reviewed. 

The next amendment is Senator EN-
SIGN. We ask colleagues to give the 
Senator from Nevada their attention. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3166 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Nevada. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Nevada [Mr. ENSIGN] 

proposes an amendment numbered 3166. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
(Purpose: To deny funds in FY2007 for the 

United Nations Human Rights Council, 
which the United States just voted against 
because countries found complicit in sus-
tained human rights abuses are eligible for 
Council membership. Savings redirected to 
border security) 
On page 10, line 20, decrease the amount by 

$4,000,000. 
On page 10, line 21, decrease the amount by 

$4,000,000. 
On page 24, line 24, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000. 
On page 24, line 25, increase the amount by 

$4,000,000. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, just very 
briefly, this amendment has to do with 
funding for the United Nations Human 
Rights Council which I believe is worse 
than the discredited United Nations 
Commission on Human Rights. 

Members will not be selected pri-
marily on the basis of their commit-
ment to human rights, even countries 
under Security Council sanctions for 
human rights violations or terrorism. 

The United States has been a mem-
ber of the United States Commission 
on Human Rights since 1947, with one 
exception. That will no longer be the 
case. Due to a rotating membership, 
the United States will be ineligible for 
the Human Rights Council membership 
every 6 years. So our country, which 
has been at the forefront of promoting 
human rights, would periodically lose 
its seat but still be required to cover 22 
percent of the United Nations Human 
Rights Council cost. 

I am proud of the United States and 
how we have stood firm and opposed 
creation of this fatally flawed council. 
We need to make sure we are not fund-
ing this council, and that is exactly 
what our amendment does. It takes 
away the funding from the Human 
Rights Council and puts it toward bor-
der security. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, this 
amendment reduces the international 
account by $4 million. That is what it 
does. We have no assurance that it will 
actually take money from the Human 
Rights Council, although that is the in-
tention of the Senator. The fact is, it 
reduces the international account by $4 
million and increases the 750 account 
by a like amount. 

I yield the remainder of my time to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. SARBANES. Mr. President, I 
urge my colleagues to vote against this 
amendment. The United States did not 
get all the changes it wanted made 
with respect to the Human Rights 
Council, but very significant changes 
were made. And under Secretary 
Burns, they have indicated that the ad-
ministration intends to work with 
those changes to try to improve that 
situation. We have a real problem with 
respect to that Human Rights Council. 
But changes are being made. They are 
being made in the right direction. 

I very much oppose this amendment. 
I hope my colleagues will vote against 
it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has expired. The question is on agree-
ing to the amendment. 
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Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, I ask for 

the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any other Senators in the Chamber de-
siring to vote? 

The result was announced—yeas 50, 
nays 50, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 73 Leg.] 

YEAS—50 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Coleman 
Collins 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 

DeWine 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ensign 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Lott 
Martinez 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Warner 

NAYS—50 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Cochran 
Conrad 
Dayton 
Dodd 
Dorgan 
Durbin 

Feingold 
Feinstein 
Hagel 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Landrieu 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 
Lugar 

Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stabenow 
Voinovich 
Wyden 

The amendment (No. 3166) was re-
jected. 

Mr. SARBANES. I move to recon-
sider the vote. 

Mrs. MURRAY. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 3152 AND 3172, EN BLOC 

Mr. GREGG. I ask unanimous con-
sent the following amendments be con-
sidered, agreed to en bloc, and the mo-
tions to reconsider be laid upon the 
table: One amendment by Senators 
LOTT, TALENT, REED, LIEBERMAN, DUR-
BIN, BAUCUS, and WARNER, an amend-
ment dealing with the military, deal-
ing with defense accounts, and an 
amendment by Senator SCHUMER deal-
ing with courthouses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendments were agreed to, as 
follows: 

(Purpose: To provide additional new budget 
authority and outlay authority for fiscal 
year 2007 for National Defense (050) in the 
amount of $3,700,000,000, the amount re-
quested for defense for fiscal year 2007 in 
the budget of the President for fiscal year 
2006, in order to fund principal unfunded 
priorities of the military departments and 
fund an authorized end strength of active 
duty members of the Army of 512,400, and 
an authorized end strength of active duty 
members of the Marine Corps of 179,000, for 
fiscal year 2007) 
On page 48, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$3,700,000,000. 
On page 53, line 1, increase the amount by 

$3,700,000,000. 
On page 53, line 2, increase the amount by 

$3,700,000,000. 
(Purpose: To add $308 million to function 800 

for GSA fully offset by function 920) 
On page 25, line 24, increase the amount by 

$308,000,000. 
On page 25, line 25, increase the amount by 

$9,000,000. 
On page 26, line 4, increase the amount by 

$31,000,000. 
On page 26, line 8, increase the amount by 

$65,000,000. 
On page 26, line 12, increase the amount by 

$95,000,000. 
On page 26, line 16, increase the amount by 

$77,000,000. 
On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$308,000,000. 
On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$9,000,000. 
On page 28, line 2, decrease the amount by 

$31,000,000. 
On page 28, line 5, decrease the amount by 

$65,000,000. 
On page 28, line 8, decrease the amount by 

$95,000,000. 
On page 28, line 11, decrease the amount by 

$77,000,000. 
MENTAL HEALTH PARITY ASSUMPTION 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I 
want to begin by complimenting my 
friend from New Hampshire and the 
chairman of the Senate Budget Com-
mittee on a job well done. He has taken 
a difficult situation and produced the 
budget resolution before us today. Con-
gratulations. 

I would like to raise the issue of men-
tal health parity as the Senate debates 
the fiscal year 2007 Senate budget reso-
lution. 

It is my understanding the resolution 
before us assumes the revenue impact 
of enacting a mental health parity law 
at a cost of $1.5 billion over 5 years. I 
want to make sure that it is indeed the 
case that the overall revenue number is 
such that it assumes Congress will pass 
a mental health parity bill. 

Mr. GREGG. I understand the inter-
est of the distinguished senior Senator 
from New Mexico regarding mental 
health parity legislation and I would 
concur with my colleague’s assess-
ment. S. Con. Res. 83 does assume the 
revenue impact of enacting a mental 
health parity bill. 

Mr. DOMENICI. I thank the distin-
guished chairman for his consideration 
and explanation of this important mat-
ter. 

BORDER PATROL CHALLENGES 
Mr. ISAKSON. Mr. President, as the 

chairman may know, I recently took a 
trip with Senator COLEMAN to the U.S.- 

Mexican border to look at the chal-
lenges facing our Border Patrol agents 
as they work to secure the border 
against illegal immigration. One of our 
stops was at Fort Huachuca, AZ, where 
we saw, in operation, the lone UAV 
Predator B that the Customs and Bor-
der Patrol has in service. I was tremen-
dously impressed with this technology 
and saw its usefulness in assisting our 
CBP agents in locating and inter-
dicting illegal immigrants as they 
crossed the border. In fact, Mr. Chair-
man, while at Fort Huachuca, CBP 
caught 13 illegal immigrants using the 
Predator B right before our eyes. 

In our discussions with the CBP offi-
cials at Fort Huachuca, we learned 
that with a squadron of UAVs the CBP 
could provide 24-hour-a-day, 7-day-a- 
week, coverage on the Mexican border. 
These MQ-9 UAVs would have satellite 
command, control, and communica-
tions which would allow them to be op-
erated anywhere in the world from 
anywhere in the world, as well as an 
updated sensor suite to assist in find-
ing illegals coming across the border. 
It is my belief that this body should 
make a significant investment in un-
manned aerial vehicles. 

We also learned that there is an issue 
surrounding critical spares for the lone 
UAV in operation. I understand the 
CBP is scheduled to receive a second 
Predator B this year; however, we need 
to fund the critical spares CBP needs 
to keep these UAVs up and flying. 

Through conversations that I and my 
staff have had with FAA, I understand 
they are working out the issues sur-
rounding the flying of UAVs within 
U.S. airspace. I would like to take this 
opportunity to encourage the FAA to 
continue to work with other Govern-
ment agencies as well as the private 
sector to mitigate the problems sur-
rounding the use of UAVs in U.S. air-
space. 

Mr. Chairman, the chairman has been 
a leader in this body on so many issues 
but in particular on homeland security 
issues. I look forward to working with 
you in this effort and on this issue. 

Mr. GREGG. I thank my good friend 
and colleague from Georgia for high-
lighting this issue. Protecting U.S. bor-
ders is a basic Federal function; it is 
national security. I also believe these 
unmanned aerial vehicles can enhance 
our capabilities, as they have for our 
military as demonstrated in Afghani-
stan and Iraq. I am in the position of 
being both the chairman of the Budget 
Committee and manager of this budget 
resolution, and also the chairman of 
the Appropriations Subcommittee that 
oversees the Department of Homeland 
Security both our counterterrorism 
and border security programs. 

The distinguished Senator from 
Georgia is known as a real leader in 
this area, and we appreciate his coun-
sel. I might note that this budget reso-
lution proposes increases of some $4 
billion for border security focused on 
improving infrastructure and giving 
our men and women on the front lines 
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the tools to do the job. We will have to 
see how much of these funds survive 
the Appropriations Committee’s 302(b) 
allocation process and the administra-
tion’s transmittals of emergency 
spending. But I can assure the Senator 
we will take a hard look at the UAV 
program as a component of a border se-
curity infrastructure program. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, 
today, I would like to take a few min-
utes to speak about the tax gap. Before 
I get started, I first want to thank my 
colleagues, the chairman and ranking 
member of the Budget Committee, for 
their interest in the tax gap. As chair-
man of the Finance Committee, I too 
have a great interest in this topic. It is 
my intention to close the tax gap, and 
I look forward to working with Senator 
GREGG and Senator CONRAD to achieve 
this important goal. 

The tax gap, as we all know, is the 
difference between the amount of tax 
owed by taxpayers from legal activities 
and the amount voluntarily paid on 
time. Today, specifically, I want to 
clarify the facts and the fiction regard-
ing the possible solutions to this $350 
billion problem. 

Under my chairmanship, the Finance 
Committee has held at least eight 
hearings to address the tax gap: 

No. 1, Oversight of the Internal Rev-
enue Service, ‘‘Taxpayer Beware: 
Schemes, Scams, and Cons,’’ April 5, 
2001; No. 2, Tax Code Complexity: New 
Hope for Fresh Solutions, April 26, 2001; 
No. 3, Taxpayer Alert: Choosing a Paid 
Preparer and the Pitfalls of Charitable 
Car Donation, April 1, 2003; No. 4, Tax 
Shelters: Who’s Buying, Who’s Selling, 
and What’s the Government Doing 
About It?, October 21, 2003; No. 5, 
Bridging the Tax Gap, July 21, 2004; No. 
6, Charities and Charitable Giving: Pro-
posals for Reform, April 5, 2005; No. 7, 
The $350 Billion Question: How to Solve 
the Tax Gap, April 14, 2005; and No. 8, 
Social Security: Achieving Sustainable 
Solvency, May 25, 2005. 

During these hearings, we learned a 
lot about the tax gap, including several 
good ideas for closing it. We heard from 
the Joint Committee on Taxation. We 
heard from the Treasury Department, 
including IRS and TIGTA. We heard 
from the Comptroller General and 
GAO. We heard from the Justice De-
partment. We heard from the Taxpayer 
Advocate. We heard from CBO. We 
heard from the States. We heard from 
the private sector, both nonprofit and 
for-profit. And, of course, we heard 
from the American taxpayer. 

From the testimony of all these hear-
ings, and the expertise of all these wit-
nesses, we identified several truths 
about the tax gap: 

No. 1, the tax gap is a huge problem 
for the tax system; No. 2, it is easy to 
discuss in the abstract; No. 3, there is 
no easy solution to the problem; No. 4, 
there is no one silver bullet; the tax 
gap can only be solved through many 
small steps; No. 5, enforcement is im-
portant, but any real solution to this 
problem will require legislative 

changes, the most important being Tax 
Code simplification; No. 6, closing the 
tax gap should not place an undue bur-
den on honest taxpayers; and No. 7, 
taking concrete steps to close the tax 
gap will require a lot of political will 
and bipartisan cooperation. 

In the spirit of bipartisan coopera-
tion, I look forward to working with 
Senator CONRAD and others to solve the 
tax gap problem. Before we can reach a 
bipartisan solution, however, we first 
need to get on the same page regarding 
the facts and fiction of this issue. 

A common misperception by some of 
my friends on the other side of the 
aisle is that the only thing we need to 
do to close the tax gap is give the IRS 
more money for enforcement. This 
myth asserts that if the IRS gets more 
funding for enforcement, both the $350 
billion tax gap and the budget deficit 
will magically disappear. This myth is 
even being used as an offset for new 
spending. 

The Finance Committee’s tax gap 
hearings have emphasized the impor-
tance of IRS enforcement. In fact, this 
budget will provide the IRS additional 
resources to get the job done. However, 
our best estimates suggest that en-
forcement alone could account for only 
10 percent of the tax gap, not 100 per-
cent as purported by Senator CONRAD. 
But even this possible 10 percent is 
misleading, because it doesn’t accu-
rately reflect the reality of expanded 
enforcement. To achieve these kinds of 
returns from enforcement alone would, 
I fear, require us to backtrack to a 
time when there was serious concern 
about the IRS overreaching and step-
ping on the rights of taxpayers. We 
must always keep a balance between 
taxpayer rights and enforcement. 

So yes, while I support additional en-
forcement, we need to keep our feet on 
the ground and our rhetoric in check as 
to how much can be achieved through 
enforcement and the level of enforce-
ment that can be supported. 

We must also remember that it is 
vital that enforcement resources be 
targeted properly. We need to be smart 
in our use of enforcement. Too often 
the IRS has ‘‘no-change’’ audits. That 
is, they have spent a lot of time going 
through the shoebox of receipts belong-
ing to some person and found out there 
were no problems. This is a waste of 
IRS resources and takes up the time of 
honest taxpayers. I been pleased to 
work with Senator BAUCUS to encour-
age the IRS to do the research and re-
view that will allow them to focus 
their attention on the bad actors and 
get more bang for the buck on audits 
and enforcement. 

Let me note, too, from my work on 
the Commission on Restructuring the 
IRS that the Commission found that 
taxpayer service and clarity of law are 
vital in encouraging compliance. So 
many folks want to abide by their obli-
gations as a citizen, but they can’t be-
cause the law is too confusing, and 
they can’t get the right answer. Serv-
ice and simplification must be part of 

any effort to deal with the tax gap. I 
will return to simplification later in 
my comments. 

So if enforcement can’t solve the $350 
billion problem, what are our other op-
tions? Well, a little over a year ago, 
the Joint Committee on Taxation, at 
the Finance Committee’s request, 
issued a report. 

This is the report right here. It is ti-
tled ‘‘Options to Improve Tax Compli-
ance and Reform Tax Expenditures,’’ 
otherwise known as the ‘‘White Book.’’ 

This report provided about $190 bil-
lion over 5 years with some very con-
troversial items. Let me give you some 
examples: 

Repeal the mortgage interest deduc-
tion for home equity loans. Subject 
State and local workers to the Medi-
care tax. Apply the payroll tax to most 
fringe benefits. Allow the offshore ac-
tivities of U.S. companies to be exempt 
from U.S. tax. 

These are clearly controversial pro-
posals, and I am sure there are not 
many in the Senate who would line up 
to endorse them today. 

Some other ideas came out of the Fi-
nance Committee’s examination of the 
payroll tax gap last spring. The Joint 
Committee on Taxation and the Treas-
ury Department testified on the leak-
age in the payroll tax system. To fix 
this leak, we heard some of the fol-
lowing ideas: 

Modify the determination of amounts 
subject to employment tax for partners 
and S Corporation shareholders. Pro-
vide consistent FICA treatment of sal-
ary reduction amounts. Remove the 
employment tax cap. 

Again, many of these and other com-
prehensive payroll tax proposals, all 
which would have improved Social Se-
curity solvency, were too controversial 
to stand on their own. 

With the lack of bipartisan coopera-
tion on Social Security, we did not 
have an environment to consider these 
important, but controversial proposals. 
Perhaps, if there had been bipartisan 
cooperation on addressing the Social 
Security problem, we could have made 
headway on the payroll tax gap. 

In addition, no discussion of methods 
to close the tax gap can be complete 
without identifying the single most im-
portant one, which is Tax Code sim-
plification. Our tax code is just too 
complex. Complex laws lead to inad-
vertent errors as well as opportunities 
for intentional noncompliance. Com-
plexity in the Tax Code also contrib-
utes heavily to taxpayer confusion and 
real or perceived unfairness in the tax 
system. And studies have shown that if 
taxpayers feel they are being treated 
unfairly by the tax system, they are 
less likely to be compliant. Any real 
effort to close the tax gap cannot be 
taken seriously unless Tax Code sim-
plification is part of the proposal. 

Finally, I also want to alert my col-
leagues to the fact that we have meas-
ures in the tax relief reconciliation bill 
that aim at some aspects of the tax 
gap. In particular, some of these are 
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dealing with problems we are seeing in 
tax-exempt entities—charitable dona-
tions and abuses of tax-exempt organi-
zations. We have reforms of two types 
of charitable entities—donor advised 
funds and supporting organizations. 
Too often, people have been making do-
nations to these organizations but re-
taining control and seeing an inappro-
priate benefit going to themselves and 
their family, rather than to the com-
munity and those in need. 

Let my colleagues understand, the 
issues of donor advised funds and sup-
porting organizations are not minor as 
it relates to the tax gap. The IRS re-
cently released its ‘‘dirty dozen’’ tax 
scams for 2006, and throughout the 
thousands of pages of Tax Code and 
regulations, abuse of donor advised 
funds and supporting organizations was 
targeted as one of the top dozen prob-
lems. 

Two years ago, the Commissioner of 
the IRS, in a letter to me, highlighted 
the abuse of donor advised funds and 
supporting organizations as the No. 1 
problem IRS was seeing in tax-exempt 
entities. 

I think the public would view the Fi-
nance Committee as neglecting its 
work if it didn’t seek to shut down 
such abuses. The Finance Committee 
didn’t turn a blind eye; we worked on 
addressing these problems and drafting 
reforms. These reforms of donor ad-
vised funds and supporting organiza-
tions have been drafted on a bipartisan 
basis and with significant comment 
and input from the charity sector, par-
ticularly the Nonprofit Panel. I am 
pleased that these measures are now in 
tax reconciliation and conference. I 
think it is important that we take 
steps in addressing these problems here 
and now. 

But my point is that here is some-
thing—problems of donor advised funds 
and supporting organizations—labeled 
as one of the most dirty abuses in the 
entire Code, and yet I still have a few 
colleagues who come to me with this 
complaint, this change, this concern 
about what we are doing to stop the 
abuses. If the road is so full of potholes 
on dealing with these areas of clear 
abuse and relatively small dollars, I 
think we need to recognize the real 
problems ahead in dealing with the big 
issues in the tax gap. Unfortunately, 
all too often I find that the tax gap is 
an issue in which everyone shouts for 
solving in the abstract, while many of 
those same voices are stilled when it 
comes to the particulars. 

In closing, I want to re-emphasize the 
importance of this debate. Today, I 
have just scratched the surface on this 
topic. I praise the Treasury and IRS for 
taking some initial steps. I applaud the 
chairman and ranking member of the 
Budget Committee for their interest in 
closing the tax gap, and I welcome 
input from other Senators as well. I 
will eagerly entertain any specific 
ideas to close the tax gap as long as 
they go beyond ‘‘more money for IRS 
enforcement,’’ and as long as they do 

not place an undue burden on honest 
taxpayers. The solution to this prob-
lem needs to be bipartisan, and it needs 
to be legislative. Let’s sit down at the 
table, separate the facts from the fic-
tion, and work together to solve this 
tax gap problem. 

But, the bottom line for the discus-
sion today is that the minority’s point 
that closing the tax gap can be done 
just through enforcement just doesn’t 
have merit. And, the $35 billion—and 
that is stretching it—that may be got-
ten through enforcement doesn’t come 
close to paying for the over $100 billion 
in new spending that the Democrat 
leadership is pushing. 

Mr. President, virtually all Demo-
cratic Members have had a common 
theme in their purported offsets for 
their amendments to this resolution— 
they would close tax loopholes to pay 
for whatever popular spending program 
is proposed. Closing corporate tax loop-
holes is the common refrain to pay for 
spending. Several Members have re-
ferred to the raisers in Senator 
CONRAD’s substitute amendment to the 
tax relief reconciliation bill—and they 
keep trying to spend that same money 
over and over again. 

Of the raisers in Senator CONRAD’s 
substitute amendment, $30 billion of 
those are included in the Senate tax re-
lief reconciliation bill that is now in 
conference between the House and Sen-
ate. Many of the proponents of these 
amendments that have been offered on 
the other side of the aisle, using tax 
loophole closers, were among the small 
minority of Members who opposed the 
tax relief reconciliation bill that con-
tained offsets. 

This brings me then to the amend-
ments that have been proposed. The 
sponsors say they have offset the costs 
of the amendments by closing tax loop-
holes. Senator CONRAD’s amendment 
contains the known universe of rev-
enue raisers supported by those on the 
other side. If we assume that the rais-
ers in Senator CONRAD’s amendment 
would have raised approximately $89 
billion over 10 years that is still a far 
cry from the cumulative demands of 
the amendments that have already 
been offered from the other side. The 
amendments that have been offered 
that propose to use those tax loophole 
closers as offsets total $319 in new 
spending. That total is as of 3:30 p.m. 
this afternoon. We don’t have a tally 
for all of the additional amendments 
that have been proposed since then. 
That new spending, by the way occurs 
over the budget period—5 years. That 
means we will have to find $319 more in 
revenue raisers just to cover those new 
spending items. 

Now, if you use a loophole closer that 
is already called for in the tax relief 
package that is in conference, we will 
also need to find another $30 billion in 
raisers to cover the tax reconciliation 
bill unless my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle have decided that they 
are no longer interested in the tuition 
deduction and the low income savers 

credit and the work opportunity tax 
credit and the deduction for teacher ex-
penses and small business expensing 
and, oh yes, AMT relief for nearly 20 
million Americans. The Finance Com-
mittee staff hopes to use the full $30 
billion that is already in conference in 
the Senate tax relief reconciliation bill 
for those important tax relief provi-
sions. 

So, if we leave the $30 billion in rais-
ers that are in tax reconciliation out of 
it, we will have $59 billion in net new 
revenue raisers available that are sup-
ported by those on the other side. Keep 
in mind, I’m giving the other side a 
break here because I’m using 10 year 
numbers for the offsets. The 5 year 
numbers are probably less than half of 
the net $59 billion they could claim 
they are raising. If you subtract the $59 
billion from the $319 billion in new 
spending proposed, it means the other 
side’s amendments were short by $260 
billion. That’s $260 billion, Mr. Presi-
dent. 

Now, that $260 billion needs to come 
from some place. It wipes out all the 
tax relief in the package. That means 
no extension of the child tax credit, 
marginal rate relief, marriage penalty 
relief, retirement security relief, or 
education tax relief when those provi-
sions expire in 2011. 

It also means no extension of the Al-
ternative Minimum Tax relief ‘‘patch’’ 
and other extenders like the research 
and development tax credit. 

You can’t have it both ways, Mr. 
President. 

Either the other side, if they had pre-
vailed, would have added $260 billion in 
deficit spending or they would’ve gut-
ted the tax relief they claim to sup-
port. 

Budgets are about choices. In this 
case, the choices are clear. If the 
Democratic leadership were in control 
of the Senate, we would have no tax re-
lief left in this budget or we would 
have added $269 billion in deficit spend-
ing. That deficit spending would be $269 
billion higher than the deficits in the 
budget that the other side criticizes. 
Neither choice would be the right 
choice for the American people. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. CRAIG. The President’s budget 

proposal fiscal year 2007 includes a plan 
to change, through issuance of a new 
administrative ruling, the way Bonne-
ville Power Administration, BPA, re-
tires its debt to the Federal Treasury. 
The plan would require BPA to use ex-
cess revenues to retire long-term debt 
more quickly. Because the change 
would be made through the rulemaking 
process, congressional approval would 
not be needed for the rule to go into ef-
fect. Analysts believe the proposed rule 
would result in 10-percent rate increase 
that BPA would be forced to pass on to 
ratepayers. 

This rate proposal is not acceptable. 
The Northwest is a region that is grow-
ing very rapidly, and our economy is 
built on hydropower. That means each 
year is different, depending on what 
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kind of water year we have had. This 
proposal would limit BPA’s flexibility 
to deal with the bad water years by 
taking advantage of the good ones. 

According to a February 8, 2006, anal-
ysis by the Northwest Power and Con-
servation Council, the Office of Man-
agement and Budget, OMB, proposal 
will result in a retail rate increase of 
at least 6.6 percent, raising power rates 
$145 million a year, costing retail cus-
tomers an additional $26.13 a year, de-
creasing personal income in the North-
west by $109 million, and resulting in 
the loss of 1,120 jobs. The Pacific 
Northwest economy is only beginning 
to rebound from the recent recession, 
and increasing energy costs will only 
serve to slow that recovery. Surely, it 
is preferable to foster longer-term eco-
nomic growth in the region rather than 
focus on a short-term revenue stream 
for the U.S. Treasury. 

Some assert that this proposal is 
good business practice because it pre-
pays BPA’s Federal debt. I disagree be-
cause the full story is not being told. 
While it is not unusual to prepay debt, 
it is certainly unusual for the Govern-
ment to require this. In fact, this pro-
posal is one-sided. It takes excess reve-
nues away from BPA during good water 
years but does not assist BPA in bad 
water years. 

BPA has been prepaying debt for 
more than 20 years, even when our 
Northwest States had the second and 
third highest unemployment in the 
country. Power rates were not raised to 
do this. So why is the Government re-
quiring prepayment of debt and an in-
crease in power rates when the North-
west has been successful in prepaying 
debt without impacting rates? This 
does not make sense unless there is an-
other reason for the proposal. 

According to the Department of En-
ergy, DOE, the main purposes of the 
proposal are to allow more financial 
flexibility for BPA and to help build 
more transmission infrastructure. We 
agree with these goals but think the 
individuals in the region can better de-
cide how to accomplish them. 

Unfortunately, it seems this proposal 
would result in the establishment of 
BPA as a revenue raiser for the Treas-
ury—a questionable precedent and one 
BPA will not always be able to achieve. 
This proposal must be stopped. 

Senators CRAPO, WYDEN, and MURRAY 
have successfully inserted section 312 
into S. Con. Res. 83, which relates to 
requiring BPA to use excess revenues 
to prepay long-term debt. I commend 
my colleagues for their effort and sup-
port their provision, but this is just the 
first step in making sure that this pro-
posal does not go forward. Our work is 
far from over. 

I will continue to work with my col-
leagues to put this issue to rest. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the Levin- 
DeWine amendment would provide $140 
million to the Advanced Technology 
Program to support cost-shared indus-
try-led research and development of 
cutting-edge high-risk technology with 

broad commercial potential and soci-
etal benefits. The amendment is fully 
offset with reductions in function 920. 

The Senate has voted twice recently 
in support of this program. Last year 
the Senate voted to adopt a Levin- 
DeWine budget amendment to provide 
for the Advanced Technology Program, 
ATP. The Senate defeated an amend-
ment that would have eliminated the 
ATP Program during consideration of 
the fiscal year 2006 Commerce-Justice- 
Science appropriations bill. 

We have lost nearly 2.8 million manu-
facturing jobs since January 2001. We 
should be doing all we can to promote 
programs that help create jobs and 
strengthen the technological innova-
tion of American companies and 
produce the systems that are defending 
our national security. This budget res-
olution includes $28 billion for agri-
culture but includes very little for 
manufacturing. 

In fiscal year 2006 the Senate funded 
ATP at $140 million, but because the 
House zeroed out the program, ATP 
ended up with only $80 million in con-
ference. The Senate needs to again pro-
vide $140 million for ATP to help en-
sure this program has at least last 
year’s level of funding. 

The ATP is a very modest program 
which, according to the Department of 
Commerce, has had a result eight times 
more in technologies developed than 
the amount of money we have put into 
the program. This is an eight-time re-
turn on investment in advanced tech-
nologies which is achieved when the 
Department of Commerce partners 
with industry through the ATP. I urge 
adoption of the amendment. 

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, as a state-
ment of priorities and a vision of where 
we want our nation to be in the years 
to come, this budget fails the test of 
responsible leadership. Instead of cor-
recting the mistakes of the past few 
years, this budget repeats and com-
pounds those mistakes. It adds to 
record levels of national debt. It favors 
the fortunate few over everyone else 
who is working hard and playing by the 
rules. It does far too little for the most 
vulnerable and needy Americans—our 
children, our seniors, our veterans. Un-
like China, India, and other countries, 
it invests only a minute fraction of our 
resources in research and development. 
We’ve seen where this agenda has led 
us—it represents a stunning failure to 
address any of the major challenges of 
our era, like globalization, security, 
stagnant incomes, and rising income 
inequality. 

America has always been blessed 
with great natural resources. But in 
spite of these physical resources, our 
greatest strength has always been our 
human ones—the American spirit of in-
genuity, creativity, and old fashioned 
hard work. Regrettably, the budget be-
fore this body fails to make the nec-
essary investments to build and main-
tain the strength of our human capital, 
America’s greatest asset. This may not 
be intentional; I presume that Presi-

dent Bush and my colleagues across 
the aisle believe just as strongly in 
boosting our nation’s economic com-
petitiveness. But regardless of their in-
tentions, the fact is that mismanage-
ment, misplaced priorities, and mis-
guided faith in outdated economic 
ideologies continue to set us back. 

On Friday of last week, an article ap-
peared on an international news wire 
that is rather stunning in its implica-
tions for the budget resolution now 
pending before the Senate. The head-
line of this article, Mr. President, 
reads, ‘‘China to Boost Science, Tech 
Spending by Nearly 20 Percent.’’ The 
story continues: 

‘‘China will increase its spending on 
science and technology by nearly 20 percent 
this year in a move to remain competitive in 
the face of international challenges, the gov-
ernment said . . . The State Council, or cabi-
net, last month said 2.5 percent of China’s 
gross domestic product (GDP) would be allo-
cated to spending on research and develop-
ment over the next 15 years, up from 1.23 per-
cent in 2002.’’ 

‘‘The government,’’ the article goes 
on to say, ‘‘will not only allocate more 
money but also encourage all segments 
of society, including companies, to put 
emphasis on research and development 
through measures including tax incen-
tives.’’ 

Finally, it quotes the Minister of 
Science and Technology as telling the 
National People’s Congress, ‘‘Without 
progress on science and technology, it 
would be very hard to reach our target 
of becoming a well-off society.’’ 

On one level, we as Americans should 
welcome the decision by virtually any 
country to invest more in science and 
technology. In fact, if more nations 
were to make a similar decision, the 
world as a whole would greatly benefit 
by peaceful advances in commerce and 
in finding solutions to some of the 
planet’s most intractable problems. 

But this news from China should also 
serve as a reminder to Americans, as 
we consider our budget priorities for 
the upcoming year and our vision for 
the future, of the commitment it takes 
to remain a leader in the global econ-
omy. Even with the passage of the 
amendment to increase Labor, Health, 
and Human Services funds offered by 
Senators SPECTOR and HARKIN, of 
which I was a cosponsor, this budget 
regrettably falls short. 

The average American family over 
the last few years has been working 
harder and harder just to tread water. 
A household earning the median in-
come made $1,600 less in 2004 than they 
did 4 years earlier. Meanwhile, during 
the same period, the average family’s 
health insurance premiums have risen 
by $3,600, or 57 percent. Their energy 
costs continue to rise—even though 
many parts of the country had warmer 
than usual weather this winter, fami-
lies can still expect to pay more than 
$250 extra this year to heat their 
homes. If they have a child attending a 
public 4-year college, that bill has gone 
up by 57 percent since 2000, as well. 

My colleagues on the other side of 
the aisle claim that this budget sets us 
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on a path to fiscal responsibility. But 
as the Senator from North Dakota, the 
ranking member of the Budget Com-
mittee, has pointed out time and again 
before this body, that is anything but 
the case. Instead of saving for the re-
tirement of the baby boomers—which 
is already beginning—we’re borrowing 
like there’s no tomorrow. 

In 2000, we had a budget surplus of 
$128 billion; in 2006, largely as a con-
sequence of the fiscal recklessness of 
this administration and the majority 
party in the Congress, the Federal Gov-
ernment is expected to run a deficit of 
$371 billion. Under this administration, 
the president and his allies will have 
added $3 trillion to our national debt 
by the end of this fiscal year. That 
would put America’s public debt at 
more than $8.6 trillion, or around 
$28,000 for every man, woman, and child 
in America. Further, under the current 
administration, the share of that debt 
held by foreign creditors has more than 
doubled. 

And it’s not just the Federal Govern-
ment that’s borrowing, but the econ-
omy as a whole. Our personal savings 
rate in January was negative 0.7 per-
cent, the 10th consecutive month for 
which it was effectively zero or below. 
Our current account deficit continues 
to set new records; it was an unprece-
dented $805 billion in 2005. 

This dramatic run-up in the debt has 
real costs for America’s families—both 
today and for future generations. It 
puts upward pressure on interest rates 
for things like student loans, home 
mortgages, and automobile loans. It 
raises the cost of capital for business 
investment. Rising interest rates, 
caused by America’s growing indebted-
ness, represent a de facto tax increase 
on American families and businesses. 

This administration’s fiscal reckless-
ness has also hurt our ability to ad-
dress our nation’s most important pri-
orities, like education and health care, 
that strengthen our economic competi-
tiveness and allow more Americans to 
share in greater prosperity. This budg-
et provides a clear illustration of this 
failure, with the drastic cuts it would 
make in these areas. 

The budget proposed by the Bush ad-
ministration and my colleagues across 
the aisle would make the largest cut in 
our Nation’s commitment to education 
in the 26-year history of the Education 
Department. These cuts will adversely 
affect students at all levels of learning. 
Investment and competitiveness begin 
with our children. As I have said many 
times before, education may be expen-
sive, but ignorance costs more. 

As I noted earlier, college tuition and 
fees have increased 57 percent for a 
public 4-year college. They have risen 
32 percent for a private 4-year college 
since 2000. Yet instead of helping mid-
dle class families meet these sky-
rocketing college costs, this budget 
proposes to once again freeze the max-
imum Pell grant award at $4,050. In 
1975, a Pell grant covered 80 percent of 
the cost of a public, 4-year college edu-

cation; today, it covers only 40 percent. 
Surely we can do better than this for 
America’s families. A college education 
should be a gateway to a better life for 
anyone willing to work for it, not just 
a privilege for those who can afford it. 

This budget also continues to 
underfund K–12 education. The presi-
dent and my colleagues on the other 
side of the aisle tout their commitment 
to education in the No Child Left Be-
hind law. But this law is underfunded 
by $15.4 billion this year. The budget 
also cuts Head Start, afterschool pro-
grams, and child care, all of which pre-
pare our children to learn better and 
help parents keep their kids in school 
and off the streets. 

While countries like China are in-
creasing their investments in science 
and technology, this budget would 
make a commitment in these areas 
that is little more than cosmetic. 
President Bush has talked a great deal 
about his so-called ‘‘American Com-
petitiveness Initiative,’’ but under the 
budget he sent to the Congress, he 
would actually cut overall R&D fund-
ing in real terms for the first time 
since 1996. As a share of the economy, 
total Federal R&D funding would fall 
below 1 percent for the first time since 
fiscal year 2003. 

One of the casualties would be bio-
medical and cancer research through 
the National Institutes of Health. Just 
two months ago, President Bush signed 
into law the first cut to NIH funding 
since 1970. Now, he has proposed fur-
ther cutting funding for 18 of the 19 in-
stitutes in Fiscal 2007, including the 
ones conducting research on two of 
America’s leading causes of death: can-
cer and heart disease. 

The administration’s proposals are 
reflected in the budget before this body 
today, which carries the same low level 
of overall discretionary spending. So 
while countries like China are setting 
goals like boosting R&D funding to 2.5 
percent of Gross Domestic Product by 
2020, we have nothing but a catchy slo-
gan and cuts in the kinds of invest-
ments we need to stay strong. 

This budget increases costs for entre-
preneurs and small businesses. Presi-
dent Bush likes to say that his high- 
income tax breaks have benefited small 
business owners, but in reality, the dis-
tribution of benefits to small business 
owners has followed the same pattern 
as it has for everyone else—those with 
the highest incomes have received the 
most, and everyone else has been stuck 
with the bill. Among Americans with 
small business income, more than half 
of the benefits of the 2001 and 2003 tax 
breaks have been spent on those mak-
ing more than $200,000 a year, or less 
than 8 percent of all small business 
owners, according to the nonpartisan 
Urban-Brookings Tax Policy Center. So 
while few small businesses have gained 
anything meaningful from the tax 
breaks, the administration this year is 
proposing to increase their cost of cap-
ital by charging a new fee for Small 
Business Administration loans. This 

would be a direct tax increase on one of 
our most important engines of growth. 
For an administration that claims to 
value small business, the record fails to 
live up to the rhetoric. 

This budget fails the test of economic 
leadership not only by cutting invest-
ments in American competitiveness, 
but by abandoning our most basic 
American values. As Americans, we 
proudly look out for the least fortu-
nate among us. Unfortunately, this 
budget fails to do this. It asks strug-
gling parents to work more hours, but 
cuts the child care that helps them do 
it. It cuts funding for children’s hos-
pitals, like Hartford’s Connecticut 
Children’s Medical Center in my home 
state. Children’s hospitals like CCMC 
train 30 percent of the Nation’s pedia-
tricians and more than 50 percent of 
the nation’s pediatric specialists. This 
budget cuts food aid for senior citizens, 
pregnant women, and children. It cuts 
housing assistance and freezes funding 
that helps homeless veterans find 
work. 

By adopting this budget, the presi-
dent and his allies in the Congress 
would continue to walk away from one 
of America’s bedrock principles: that 
everyone in our nation should have an 
equal opportunity to live a free and 
meaningful life. 

While some of the amendments con-
sidered by this body appear on the sur-
face to rectify some of the cuts this 
budget would make to vital priorities, 
they in reality fail to live up to their 
billing. The amendment offered by Sen-
ator MCCONNELL, for example, claimed 
to support port security, which should 
be one of our nation’s highest prior-
ities. It would have done so, however, 
through a budgetary gimmick that 
would result in an across-the-board cut 
to other areas, including, ironically, 
homeland security and national de-
fense. It also would have provided no 
new funds beyond the already specified 
discretionary spending cap. Instead, it 
would have offered nothing more than 
non-binding instructions to the Appro-
priations Committee about how to allo-
cate the funds under its jurisdiction. 
For this reason, I supported the port 
security amendment offered by Senator 
MENENDEZ instead of the McConnell 
amendment. The Menendez amendment 
would have provided the funds we need 
for this critical priority without mak-
ing other cuts, and done so in a fiscally 
responsible manner by shutting down 
tax shelters and closing corporate tax 
loopholes, measures that have already 
passed this body on a bipartisan basis 
but which have not become law. 

In the last few years, the American 
economy has weathered the storm of 
terrorist attacks, a downturn in the 
business cycle, natural disasters, and 
war. This is a testament to the 
strength and resiliency of the Amer-
ican people. But I wonder how much 
more our Nation can take of mis-
managed economic policies and wrong 
priorities; of underinvestment in peo-
ple, ideas, and innovation; and of an 
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agenda that increases the burden on 
the most vulnerable members of our so-
ciety rather than lightening it, before 
we do irreparable harm. 

If we want to continue to increase 
living standards and expand the capa-
bilities of our society so that all may 
benefit, we must continue to invest in 
people, ideas, and innovation. We need 
a budget that will make our Nation 
stronger and more vibrant. We need 
more than just cosmetic solutions to 
the major challenges of our era. Above 
all, we need our government’s prior-
ities to reflect the values of the Amer-
ican people, like opportunity and re-
sponsibility, and the American vision 
of shared prosperity, expanding free-
doms, and a just society. Regrettably, 
the budget offered by the President and 
by my colleagues across the aisle fails 
to accomplish these goals and fails to 
make the changes necessary to put our 
Nation back on the right course. 

Mr. President, I have filed an amend-
ment that will restore crucial invest-
ments to support our children and fam-
ilies in the fiscal year 2007 budget. I am 
joined on the amendment by Senators 
KENNEDY, CLINTON, HARKIN, MIKULSKI, 
MURRAY, DURBIN, LIEBERMAN, CANT-
WELL, KERRY, SALAZAR, BAUCUS, SCHU-
MER, LAUTENBERG, KOHL, and LINCOLN. 
It is important that we shift priorities 
and resources toward young children 
and families, to create an environment 
for healthy development and to help 
parents give their children the best 
possible start in life. Children rep-
resent one-quarter of our population 
but 100 percent of our future. We must 
nurture their growth and education as 
they provide the human capital that 
will determine our Nation’s success in 
the global economy. 

Today our families are working hard-
er to pay for basic needs such as hous-
ing, fuel, health care, and childcare. At 
the same time, real income has de-
creased over the past 4 years. As a re-
sult, many hard-working families are 
finding it more difficult to make ends 
meet. 

If our Nation is going to compete 
with the rest of the world, we must pre-
pare our children for this challenge. It 
is essential that we cultivate the po-
tential of each and every child. How 
can we know who may be a Nobel lau-
reate, who may take us further into 
space, or who may be our future Presi-
dent, if we do not give them all an 
equal chance to thrive? 

We all agree that we should not bur-
den our children and grand children 
with great debt. Nor should our Nation 
abandon their need for health care, 
education, and other necessities. 

As I said earlier, the amendment fo-
cuses on crucial assistance to children 
and families. The amendment is very 
simple. It takes several initiatives 
which have bipartisan support and re-
stores the investments to a level that 
the Congress has already agreed to—in 
previous authorization or spending 
measures. 

This amendment would increase re-
sources by $3.3 billion in the fiscal year 

2007 budget resolution for five pro-
grams: the childcare and development 
block grant by $540 million; Head Start 
by $520 million; 21st Century Commu-
nity Learning Centers by $1.5 billion; 
Child Abuse Prevention and Treatment 
Act programs by $105 million; and the 
community services block grant by 
$650 million. In addition, it reduces the 
Federal deficit by $3.3 billion and pays 
for itself by closing corporate tax loop-
holes that were passed by the Senate in 
the tax reconciliation bill in February. 

This amendment attempts to renew 
investments that have failed to keep 
pace with our Nation’s needs. This pro-
posal will restore the community serv-
ices block grant to $650 million, the 
level Congress appropriated in fiscal 
year 2002; the Child Abuse Prevention 
and Treatment Act initiatives to $200 
million for the level authorized for fis-
cal year 2004; and restore funding to 
the level of $7.2 billion for Head Start 
to keep pace with inflation and recent 
across-the-board cuts. 

In addition, the amendment brings 
the investment in afterschool up to $2.5 
million, the level authorized for 21st 
century community learning centers in 
the No Child Left Behind Act. The 
childcare and development block grant 
investment will reach a level of $2.66 
billion from its previous level-funding 
of $2.06 billion, if the amendment 
passes. 

We must invest in our children and 
improve their lives. Each day, 12 mil-
lion children ages 0 to 4 spend much of 
their day in out-of-home child care 
while their parents work. In a majority 
of cases, having both parents work is a 
necessity, not a choice. 

Currently, about one in seven chil-
dren who are eligible for childcare and 
development block grant—CCDBG— 
subsidies are receiving assistance. With 
childcare costing between $4,000 and 
$10,000 a year, many families simply 
can not afford to pay for the care they 
need. Average child care fees for a year 
exceed 10 percent of the median house-
hold income in most States. Not only 
is childcare an essential support for 
hard-working families, it is an impor-
tant early education opportunity for 
children. 

With respect to Head Start, only 50 
percent of eligible children are enrolled 
in Head Start classes. Costs are rising 
for transportation, heating, and cool-
ing, health insurance, and supplies. 
Some centers have cut back hours and 
days of service to children and let 
teachers go. Our children deserve a 
high-quality opportunity to learn and 
thrive through Head Start, and we 
should give more children that chance. 

As they struggle to reach their own 
potential and achieve financial sta-
bility, working families require sup-
port. Community services block grant 
initiatives serve 15 million individuals, 
6 million families and 3.7 million chil-
dren. Forty-four percent of those re-
ceiving funds are gainfully employed, 
but they may still have trouble afford-
ing the cost of heating their home, put-

ting food on the table, or sending their 
children to a quality childcare pro-
gram. While each Federal dollar spent 
leverages more than $5 in State, local 
and private funding, the Federal in-
vestment is still essential to helping 
hard-working people get ahead. 

At the very least, we must keep chil-
dren from harm. Each year, nearly 3 
million cases of child abuse and neglect 
are reported, and nearly 1 million of 
these cases are substantiated. States 
lack the resources necessary to inves-
tigate suspected cases, to protect chil-
dren, and to prevent abuse and neglect 
from occurring. The Child Abuse Pre-
vention and Treatment Act—CAPTA— 
helps communities maintain and ex-
pand efforts to improve children’s 
lives. The amendment seeks to in-
crease this important investment. 

All of our children and families de-
serve a fair start. We know that invest-
ments in children pay dividends later 
in life. But it takes financial commit-
ment and an understanding that we 
cannot waste a day of a child’s life, 
leaving that child to play catchup 
later. 

Families are asking for our help. I 
ask my colleagues to join me in heed-
ing their call and supporting this 
amendment. 

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, every 
year the Senate considers a budget res-
olution that sets forth the blueprint 
for the Government’s spending and rev-
enues. Unfortunately, the budget we 
are considering this year continues the 
administration’s policies that have led 
to the deepest deficits and debt in 
American history. It also reflects the 
wrong priorities by cutting important 
programs like education and Medicare 
to fund large tax cuts which mostly 
benefit the richest among us. 

The result of these irresponsible fis-
cal policies is that we are passing on a 
huge burden to our children and grand-
children and threatening our economic 
security. Our Nation is currently $8.2 
trillion in debt—that’s over $27,000 per 
person—and this astounding number is 
only getting worse. Earlier today the 
Senate voted to raise the Federal debt 
limit for the fourth time in 5 years, 
meaning we’ve increased our debt by $3 
trillion since 2002. A sensible budget 
resolution would try to curb this 
unsustainable trend; unfortunately, 
this budget moves in the wrong direc-
tion. Under this budget, the national 
debt would grow to $11.8 trillion in the 
next 5 years. 

Continued deficits will mean rising 
long-term interest rates and slower 
economic growth. Continued deficits 
will make it more expensive to buy a 
house, pay for college, or pay off credit 
card debt. Alan Greenspan recently 
warned that, if left unchecked, deficits 
‘‘would cause the economy to stagnate 
or worse.’’ Continued deficits will also 
mean the continued use of the Social 
Security Trust Fund to cover the fund-
ing shortfalls. 

Instead of changing course, however, 
this budget proposes to make the ad-
ministration’s tax cuts permanent. 
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Over 10 years, the cost of making tax 
cuts permanent would be approxi-
mately $2.8 trillion, or $3.3 trillion 
when the added interest payments on 
the debt are included. Although the 
cost of the President’s tax breaks are 
as large as the entire budgets of the 
Departments of Agriculture, Labor, 
Education, Veterans Affairs, Transpor-
tation, Justice, Interior, Energy, 
State, HUD, and EPA combined, his 
budget cuts critical programs which 
are a small percentage of the deficit 
problems his tax breaks create. 

On a positive note, I was able to get 
an amendment included in this budget 
to provide $140 million to the Advanced 
Technology Program to support cost- 
shared industry-led research and devel-
opment of cutting-edge high risk tech-
nology with broad commercial poten-
tial and societal benefits. America has 
lost nearly 2.8 million manufacturing 
jobs since January 2001. We should be 
doing all we can to promote programs 
that help create jobs and strengthen 
the technological innovation of Amer-
ican companies and produce the sys-
tems that are defending our national 
security. 

I am also pleased that the Senate 
agreed to my amendment to add $6 mil-
lion to the budget for the establish-
ment of new Northern Border Air Wing 
sites. Northern Border Air Wings have 
been operational in New York and 
Washington since 2004 and I look for-
ward to the opening of additional sites 
in Michigan, North Dakota, and Mon-
tana in the coming years. These sites 
will help improve critical air and ma-
rine interdiction capabilities along our 
Northern Border. 

I am also pleased that the budget in-
cludes an important amendment that 
Senator STABENOW and I offered that 
will improve inspections of trash 
trucks entering the U.S. from Canada. 
These trucks pose a threat to our secu-
rity and the environment, and this 
amendment is a critical step towards 
reducing these risks. 

I am also pleased that the Senate 
adopted an amendment to the budget 
resolution to fund the Low Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program, 
LIHEAP, at its full authorized level of 
$5.1 billion. This amendment would in-
crease the LIHEAP funding for 2007 by 
$3.318 billion and offset the increased 
spending by closing corporate tax loop-
holes. The Senate has voted on five 
previous occasions to support full fund-
ing for the LIHEAP program, and I 
hope that this time the conferees on 
the budget resolution will retain this 
amendment. Full funding for LIHEAP 
will ensure that States are able to 
serve more people in need of assistance 
during both the cold winter months. 

While there are certainly some posi-
tive inclusions in this budget package, 
it is entirely too fiscally irresponsible 
and short-changes too many important 
programs for me to vote to support it. 

Mr. KOHL. Mr. President, I have seri-
ous reservations about this budget and 
will vote against it. 

At their best, budgets ought to em-
body discipline, vision, and accuracy. 
Not so for this budget. While it claims 
fiscal discipline, that claim is belied in 
the budget’s bloated bottom line. While 
it claims strategic vision, that vision is 
a blurred blend of wasted dollars, 
missed opportunities, and neglected 
priorities. While it claims financial ac-
curacy, that accuracy is of the quality 
found in an Enron balance sheet. 

The tax portion of the budget resolu-
tion is remarkable, not for what it con-
tains, but for what it omits. It fails to 
account for the expiration of alter-
native minimum tax relief at the end 
of 2006. The AMT currently captures 
approximately 4 million, mostly mid-
dle-class, families and individuals in 
its high tax trap—a trap meant to 
catch only high-income taxpayers who 
take advantage of complicated loop-
holes to avoid paying their fair share. 
That number would swell to more than 
34 million people in 2011 under this 
budget. 

Instead of AMT reform, this budget 
contains $228 million to accommodate 
tax cuts that were included in the 
House and Senate passed reconciliation 
bills currently in conference. I voted 
against the Senate tax reconciliation 
bill because I could not support unnec-
essary tax cut extensions at a time of 
burgeoning deficits. The deficits are 
still burgeoning, and I still oppose 
those unneeded and unjustified tax 
breaks for our highest income tax-
payers. 

The budget’s generosity to high-in-
come taxpayers is offset by its miserly 
treatment of our Nation’s educational 
system. The budget proposes the larg-
est cut to federal education funding in 
the 26-year history of the Education 
Department. Students, educators, par-
ents, and administrators all lose out. 
Under this budget, funding for No Child 
Left Behind and special education will 
still fall far short of their authorized 
levels. The same holds for Career and 
Technical Education, Safe and Drug 
Free Schools, and TRIO programs. I 
commend Senators SPECTER and HAR-
KIN for their successful amendment to 
restore some of these deeps cuts, and 
hope their provision will survive con-
ference with the House. 

As ranking member of the Senate 
Special Committee on Aging, I am also 
troubled that some of the most painful 
cuts in this budget would fall on impor-
tant programs at the Administration 
on Aging. The meager funding levels in 
this budget would put Meals on Wheels 
and Family Caregiver Support Services 
on the chopping block. That means 
that, while Wisconsin’s senior popu-
lation continues to grow from 705,000 
senior citizens in 2000 to 730,000 seniors 
this year, and is projected to grow to 
1.2 million seniors by 2025, this budget 
will not keep pace with needed services 
in Wisconsin or any other State. 

Funding for geriatric health profes-
sions is also likely to suffer. Title VII 
funding for geriatrics training is the 
only Federal program that specifically 

develops academic geriatricians at a 
time when more are needed. In prior 
years, Congress has demonstrated its 
strong support for the program through 
continued and increased appropriations 
over the past five years, including $31.5 
million in fiscal year 2005. I was dis-
appointed that the fiscal year 2006 
Labor, HHS bill eliminated this pro-
gram, and I am even more concerned 
that the budget before us makes it dif-
ficult, if not impossible to restore it in 
fiscal year 2007. Delegates to the recent 
White House Conference on Aging 
ranked increased training in geriatrics 
among their top ten resolutions at the 
once in a decade meeting in December 
of 2005. Clearly, this budget does not 
adequately prepare for our aging popu-
lation. 

Nowhere is that more clear than in 
the budget resolution’s treatment—or 
lack thereof—of the Medicare prescrip-
tion drug benefit. During consideration 
of this budget, many of us worked to 
improve that benefit. The launch of the 
drug benefit has been confusing and 
complicated for too many seniors and 
people with disabilities. Medicare bene-
ficiaries who do not choose a plan by 
the May 15 deadline and enroll at a 
later date will face a substantial and 
permanent penalty. I cosponsored an 
amendment to extend the enrollment 
period through all of 2006 to give people 
additional time to make the best plan 
choice for them. This amendment 
would have also allowed a one-time 
change in plan enrollment at any point 
in 2006. 

Enrolling in drug plans has been 
challenging and confusing for too many 
beneficiaries, and it makes sense to 
give them a chance to correct an ini-
tial mistake made during this difficult 
first year of implementation. Unfortu-
nately, our amendment failed by one 
vote and the Senate instead gave Medi-
care managers discretionary authority 
to decide to extend the enrollment 
deadline for the drug benefit. While I 
voted for that amendment because I be-
lieve it is important to send a strong 
signal, I am concerned by recent com-
ments made by the President and Medi-
care officials. Those comments clearly 
show their resistance to giving seniors 
more time to make a careful decision 
about what drug plan they will be 
locked into for the remainder of the 
year. 

In addition, under current law, pre-
scription drug plans can change the 
drugs they cover as many times as 
they want—while seniors are prohib-
ited from changing drug plans except 
during the annual open enrollment pe-
riod. This means that after seniors 
complete their research and choose the 
drug plan they believe is the best plan 
for their needs, they have no guarantee 
that their drugs will continue to be 
covered all year. That is why I cospon-
sored an amendment that would pro-
hibit Medicare prescription drug plans 
from removing a drug from their ap-
proved list until the beginning of each 
plan year. This would ensure that sen-
iors will not lose coverage of the drugs 
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they take without being allowed to 
also change their plan. 

Finally, one of the most troublesome 
features of the new law is that it pro-
hibits the Government from utilizing 
the tremendous purchasing power of 
the Medicare program to reduce prices. 
I cosponsored an amendment to repeal 
this provision and allow the Federal 
Government to negotiate directly with 
drug companies for lower drug prices 
for seniors. I am pleased the amend-
ment passed and I hope this provision 
will remain in the final resolution. 

The budget was also improved by an 
amendment, of which I was an original 
sponsor, on the Manufacturing Exten-
sion Partnership program, MEP. The 
amendment, which was unanimously 
accepted, would fund the MEP at $106 
million for fiscal year 2007. I am a long- 
time supporter of the MEP program 
and believe manufacturing is crucial to 
the U.S. economy. By offering re-
sources, including organized workshops 
and consulting projects, to manufac-
turers, MEP allows them to streamline 
operations, integrate new technologies, 
shorten production times, and lower 
costs. At a time when we want to in-
crease economic activity and strength-
en the manufacturing base of our na-
tion, the MEP is a fiscally sound in-
vestment. 

I am similarly pleased that this 
budget was amended to include ade-
quate funding for the Low-Income 
Home Energy Assistance Program. I 
voted to include $5.1 billion in order to 
fund this valuable program at its fully 
authorized level. Just a few months 
ago the Congress passed an energy bill, 
which I supported, which funded 
LIHEAP at $5.1 billion. This was a 
sorely needed update to a program 
where the funding has been frozen at 
an inadequate amount for years. There 
was bipartisan support for the Energy 
Bill, and I am pleased the Congress met 
the commitment we made in that bill. 

But even those improvements—im-
portant as they are to me—fail to 
make up for one of the central and 
most disturbing inadequacies of this 
budget. This budget simply fails to pro-
vide adequate resources to take care of 
our returning troops. Once again the 
President’s budget requires the Vet-
erans Administration to charge vet-
erans an enrollment fee and increases 
the co-payments for veterans receiving 
medical care through the VA system. 
These charges add insult to injury 
when veterans are also being forced to 
wait for months before they are able to 
see a doctor at the local VA hospital. 
Senator AKAKA’s amendment tried to 
remedy this situation by adding an ad-
ditional $1.5 billion to the budget, but 
his responsible approach was rejected. 

We face unprecedented challenges in 
our Nation today. War and terrorism 
demand our resources and attention. 
An aging population struggles to find 
the money to educate the next genera-
tion while battling sky high health 
care costs. Our powerful economy 
fights to create high quality jobs in a 

world market of constant technological 
innovation and fierce international 
competition. 

We need a budget that that sees and 
meets these challenges clearly—vision. 
We need a budget that faces the dif-
ficult realities of our world today with 
honest proposals and precise numbers— 
accuracy. And we need a budget that 
does what we should and must and no 
more—discipline. We have a budget 
that does none of that, and so I will 
vote ‘‘no.’’ 

AMENDMENT NO. 3116 
Mr. NELSON of Nebraska. Mr. Presi-

dent, some of my colleagues may be 
surprised to learn—like I was—that 
some agencies are skimming off the 
top a portion of some of the congres-
sional appropriations and keeping that 
money in that agency. 

My amendment is simple. It says: If 
it has been determined that a constitu-
ency warrants a direct appropriation— 
one that has gone through the scruti-
nizing process and is supported by the 
House, Senate and then signed into 
law—then that constituency should re-
ceive the full amount. 

Bureaucrats at the agencies should 
not be unilaterally determining that 
some sort of ‘‘surcharge’’ should be as-
sessed to these projects. It amounts to 
a tax on our constituents. And it 
usurps the authority of Congress by 
circumventing the legislative process 
and giving nameless faceless bureau-
crats the authority to alter legislation 
after it is signed into law. 

And in the case where our constitu-
ents determine that the full amount of 
the earmark is not needed and turns 
back some of the funding to the gov-
ernment—this amendment says that 
instead of going to bureaucrats in the 
agencies to spend as they wish—it 
should instead go towards deficit re-
duction. 

I offer this amendment because long 
before some started discussing con-
cerns about the appropriations process, 
I identified—with the assistance of the 
Congressional Research Service—and 
have made an effort to investigate this 
practice of skimming from Congres-
sional appropriations. Let’s just say 
our efforts thus far have been less than 
successful: almost half of the agencies 
that have been contacted for informa-
tion have not bothered to respond. 

Each year, I invite Nebraskans—in-
cluding community officials and non-
profit groups—to propose investments 
that help ensure some of their tax dol-
lars are returned to the state. I am 
often approached by Nebraskans seek-
ing help with a project that has been 
identified as a priority by local offi-
cials or others in the community. I 
support these direct investments only 
after they have been proposed by Ne-
braskans and been subjected to reviews 
to ensure they are both necessary and 
responsible. 

In the absence of a full accounting of 
how the agencies handle this practice, 
I am working with the information 
that has thus far been shared with me. 

I plan to continue my efforts to seek 
out information on this practice by the 
agencies. I can assure this body that as 
the budget process moves forward this 
year, I will continue in my efforts to 
crack down on this practice by agen-
cies to skim some off some of these 
funds. 

Mrs. FEINSTEIN. Mr. President, I 
oppose this budget. This administra-
tion has chosen to continue down an 
unsustainable economic path. They 
have put forth an irresponsible budget 
that does not take constructive steps 
toward righting our Nation’s fiscal 
course. I strongly urge my Senate col-
leagues not to follow suit. 

Our Nation is going in the wrong di-
rection. The signals grow more evident 
each day. 

Deficits are at record levels. The debt 
is reaching astronomic heights. And we 
have fewer resources available for im-
portant domestic programs. 

Under President Clinton, we had 4 
years of budget surplus. And, when he 
left office, we had a projected 10-year 
surplus of $5.6 trillion. 

But the economic policies of the past 
5 years have produced a catastrophic 
turnaround. Record budget surpluses 
have given way to record deficits—pro-
jected at $1.6 trillion over the next dec-
ade. And the debt is projected to exceed 
$11 trillion. 

This budget resolution assumes that 
the deficit will decline from $359 billion 
in FY 2007 to $177 billion in FY 2011. 
Unfortunately, these numbers don’t 
tell the whole story. 

This is a 5-year budget. This clouds 
the full impact of the administration’s 
policies. The debt and deficit are set to 
explode in the out years—the end of 
the 10-year window. And, this does not 
even include the costs of ongoing mili-
tary operations in Iraq and Afghani-
stan beyond 2007 and reforming the al-
ternative minimum tax beyond 2006. 

When all costs are included, this 
budget proposal will contribute $1.14 
trillion to the Federal budget deficit 
over the next 5 years. 

In this year alone, our national debt 
is slated to increase by $654 billion. 
This is a far cry from the President’s 
goals for deficit reduction, and deeply 
troubling to those who value fiscal re-
sponsibility. 

As a result, we are now again con-
fronted with raising the nation’s debt 
limit. The increase—from $8.2 trillion 
to roughly $9 trillion—will be the 
fourth major hike in the last 5 years. 

In 2000, our national debt was at $5.8 
trillion. Today, this figure stands at 
$8.27 trillion. And, at this rate, with all 
costs included, debt will more than 
double to $12 trillion in 2011. 

Additionally, more and more of our 
debt is being held in foreign hands. We 
now owe Japan $685 billion and China 
over $250 billion. It took 42 Presidents 
224 years to run up $1 trillion of foreign 
held debt. In only 5 years, President 
Bush has more than doubled that 
amount. 

Contrast this with the last 3 years of 
the Clinton administration, where we 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:08 Mar 17, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00058 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\G16MR6.098 S16MRPT1cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E



CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S2283 March 16, 2006 
paid off more than $200 billion in debt 
to foreign countries. 

These staggering figures represent a 
great burden for future generations 
who will have to pay the bill. They also 
keep interest rates high, limit eco-
nomic growth, and slow job creation. 

This President has the worst record 
of private sector job growth since Her-
bert Hoover. And the jobs that are cre-
ated are largely minimum wage and 
temporary work. Americans are work-
ing harder, for less money. Average 
household income for working families 
decreased by $1,669 between 2000 and 
2005, when adjusted for inflation. 

By almost every indicator, American 
families are facing tough times: Hous-
ing affordability, a big problem in Cali-
fornia, is at a 14-year low; Health care 
costs are up 50 percent since 2000; Gas 
prices are up 60 percent; College costs 
at public universities are up 57 percent; 
45 million people are going without 
health care, including 6.6 million in 
California; and 37 million Americans 
are living in poverty, a number that 
has increased each year under this ad-
ministration, U.S. Census Bureau. 

You’d think that this budget would 
attempt to provide relief for most 
Americans. Instead middle-class fami-
lies are asked to do more with less. 

At the same time, the President is 
proposing to make tax breaks perma-
nent for the wealthiest Americans—at 
a cost of $1.3 trillion over the next dec-
ade. And, when you combine the cost of 
the tax cuts with costs of war in Iraq— 
currently totaling $370 billion—the in-
evitable result is that critical domestic 
programs are squeezed. 

The budget before the Senate today 
reflects these constraints by: Cutting 
food stamps, by $272 million; Cutting 
food assistance for seniors and chil-
dren, by $111 million; Reducing the ef-
fectiveness of our police officers in cut-
ting COPS by more than $407 million, 
15,000 officers nationwide; Cutting $244 
million from firefighter grants; Failing 
to reimburse state and local govern-
ments for the Federal responsibilities 
in paying for the incarceration of ille-
gal immigrants; Cutting funding for 18 
of the 19 National Institutes of Health, 
including those conducting research on 
cancer and heart disease; And, No Child 
Left Behind, the President’s signature 
education program, would be under-
funded this year by more than $15 bil-
lion and $55.78 billion since it was en-
acted. 

These are vital priorities that must 
be funded. 

Because of record federal deficits and 
debt, money that could have been 
available for education, healthcare, de-
fense, infrastructure, job development, 
and homeland security, must now go to 
interest payments. 

In 2006, interest costs alone on the 
national debt will total nearly $400 bil-
lion. And, this figure will grow to near-
ly $600 billion over the next 5 years. 
Total non-defense discretionary spend-
ing—$416 billion in this budget—is only 
modestly larger than this interest pay-
ment. 

This could have been prevented. 
The Congressional Budget Office esti-

mated that last year, economic prob-
lems caused only about 8 percent of the 
deficit. The rest resulted from policy 
choices by Congress and this adminis-
tration—largely tax cuts for the 
wealthiest among us. 

The time has come to chart a dif-
ferent course, and make the tough 
choices that the President and this res-
olution avoid. 

We must adopt a balanced approach 
to both taxes and spending and return 
to a program of fiscal sanity. 

When I first came to the Senate, over 
a decade ago, a small, bipartisan group 
decided to get our fiscal house in order. 
Democrats worked to bring spending 
under control. And Republicans 
pledged not to push for additional tax 
cuts. 

I have no problem holding the line on 
spending, but believe that it must be 
done in the context of a more respon-
sible approach to tax policy. 

We must consider rolling back the 
tax cut for the wealthiest Americans, 
to bring the income tax rate from its 
current 35 percent back to 38.6 percent. 

This will affect those earning more 
than $312,000 per year—less than one 
percent of taxpayers—but will save 
nearly $130 billion over the next dec-
ade. 

Finally, we need to work together to 
begin addressing some of the deeper 
structural problems with Social Secu-
rity and Medicare—before these pro-
grams fall into crisis. 

These are not easy answers. But, we 
must change the direction in which 
this nation is moving. We cannot afford 
to continue down this path of fiscal ir-
responsibility. Americans work hard to 
balance their checkbooks and live 
within their budgets. They deserve a 
Government willing to do the same. 

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I cannot 
support this budget resolution. It 
closely mirrors the President’s budget 
which projects the largest deficit in 
history for 2006 $423 billion. We are on 
an unsustainable path. We cannot con-
tinue year after year to pass budget 
resolutions that increase the deficit, 
rather than put us on a course of fiscal 
responsibility. 

Not only should we be concerned 
about growing deficits, we should be 
concerned about the debt. Under this 
budget, the deficit will increase to $371 
billion for 2006, and the debt will in-
crease by $654 billion a year. The Sen-
ate has just passed a $781 billion in-
crease in the debt ceiling, the fourth 
largest debt limit increase in our Na-
tion’s history. This is the fourth time 
that the Bush administration has re-
quested an increase in the debt. These 
increases now total $3 trillion. 

The service on the debt alone for this 
year is $220 billion. This money could 
be put to better use. With the ap-
proaching retirement of the baby 
boomers, we should not be increasing 
the debt. 

The budget being debated today is 
not based in reality. It leaves out the 

full 10 year numbers. Without these 
numbers, the budget hides the full cost 
of making the 2001 and 2003 tax cuts 
permanent. The budget does not in-
clude funding for the ongoing war costs 
beyond 2007. Relief from the individual 
alternative minimum tax, AMT, is only 
addressed for 2006. It does not include 
the President’s Social Security privat-
ization proposal. 

This budget is incomplete. If the 
missing items were added back, the 
debt would increase every year by more 
than $600 billion. The deficit and debt 
will continue to explode because the 
budget will continue a course of spend-
ing more than the amount of revenue 
raised. 

It is not right to vote on budget that 
is incomplete. In his budget, the Presi-
dent only chose to address the AMT for 
1 year—2006—and chose not to address 
it for the current budget year. The ad-
ministration’s budget deliberately 
leaves out a more permanent solution 
for the AMT for two reasons: first, the 
AMT would add additional costs to the 
budget; and second, the AMT masks 
the true costs of the 2001 and 2003 tax 
cuts. 

This budget resolution follows the 
administration’s lead. It chooses to 
only address the AMT for 2006 and to 
extend tax provisions that do not ex-
pire until the end of 2010. The budget 
does not address the 23 million families 
that will be impacted by the AMT in 
2007, but the budget makes sure that 
the tax cuts that are skewed to those 
making more than $1 million are ex-
tended through 2011. 

This budget continues the repeated 
pattern of choosing tax cuts for the 
wealthy rather than investing in our 
future. The tax cuts going to those who 
on average earn over $1 million a year 
cost $41 billion for a single year. In 
contrast, the President’s budget cuts 
education by $2.2 billion—the biggest 
cut ever for education. This budget 
shortchanges veterans. There are re-
ductions in law enforcement, fire-
fighter grants, and essential air serv-
ices. These are just a few of the many 
examples how the budget’s priorities 
are misguided. 

The budget does not adequately ad-
dress healthcare. Access to quality, af-
fordable health care continues to be a 
challenge for most Americans and the 
Bush budget only exacerbates the prob-
lems. And what about the uninsured? 
There is nothing in this budget to help 
them. Sure, there are some recycled, 
stale proposals the administration has 
been trying to advance for 5 years now 
but nothing really new. Nothing that 
will help any families gain access to 
coverage that is quality, affordable, 
comprehensive care. It’s high time we 
have a real debate and discussion in 
the Congress on real reforms necessary 
to address the health needs of our na-
tion. 

The budget resolution assumes the 
deep cuts and unprecedented fees for 
the Small Business Administration, 
SBA. The administration’s request of 
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$624 million is insufficient to meet the 
needs of small businesses in this coun-
try that need access to capital, coun-
seling and Federal contracts. By the 
SBA’s own calculation, the request is 
$18 million less than what was avail-
able to the Agency last year when con-
gressional initiatives and disaster sup-
plemental appropriations are excluded. 

I proposed an amendment to increase 
the funding shortfall by $151 million 
and it was offset by closing abusive 
corporate tax loopholes. Unfortu-
nately, this amendment did not garner 
bipartisan support. However, we were 
able to reach a bipartisan agreement 
that would increase SBA funding by 
$130 million. 

This budget is another example of 
how the Republican controlled Con-
gress continues to misuse the reconcili-
ation process. The reconciliation proc-
ess was designed to make it easier to 
pass difficult legislation that would 
provide fiscal discipline. It is now 
being used to ram through tax cuts and 
pet priorities that do not have the sup-
port of 60 Senators. 

I am vigorously opposed to the inclu-
sion in the budget of assumed revenues 
and a reconciliation instruction for the 
Energy and Natural Resources Com-
mittee linked to opening the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge to oil and gas 
leasing and development. I object to 
the inclusion of drilling in the refuge 
for two primary reasons. First, it is ir-
responsible to base our budget on the 
highly speculative projection of lease 
revenues from the Coastal Plain. Sec-
ond, I oppose using the reconciliation 
process to open the Arctic Refuge to 
drilling because it would limit consid-
eration of this highly controversial 
issue. 

The reconciliation process is being 
used to address only one Senate com-
mittee’s jurisdiction, and is clearly in-
tended to authorize oil and gas leasing 
in the Arctic Refuge. This underscores 
that the real objective of the process is 
not deficit reduction, but rather to cir-
cumvent normal Senate process and 
procedure with respect to this con-
troversial subject. 

On the whole this budget reflects no 
new ideas and recycles bad policies. 
This budget fails to address reality, 
and I therefore cannot support it. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, today, 
I filed an amendment that would in-
crease funding for basic research at the 
National Institutes of Health, and re-
store cuts made under the President’s 
budget to critical R&D programs. It 
would have been fully offset by closing 
tax loopholes. But I faced opposition 
from my Republican colleagues and it 
was not accepted. 

This budget and the President’s 
American Competitiveness Initiative 
make no new serious commitments to 
invest in R&D. The President would 
have you believe that he is increasing 
our investment in R&D when it barely 
keeps pace with projected inflation. To 
fund the increases at the National 
Science Foundation and other in-

creases, every other R&D agency will 
see real cuts for the next 5 years. It 
just creates winners and losers. 

In fact, this budget keeps our R&D 
investment stagnant—it has already 
flat-lined at 1.1 percent of our GDP. 

If America is going to compete and 
win in the global economy, we must in-
novate and support basic research in 
all areas. We want the new inventions 
and new technologies and new cures to 
be made in the U.S.A. And that means 
supporting the basic research that is 
the foundation of new discoveries that 
will create the good jobs of the future. 

But this budget cuts funding for 
basic research. The National Academy 
of Sciences, the Council on Competi-
tiveness, and Nobel prize winners like 
American physicist Steven Chu say 
that is wrong for America’s future. 

When Dr. Chu testified before the 
Senate last year, he said ‘‘There are 
growing signs that all is not well . . . 
We call for an increased federal invest-
ment in long-term, basic research.’’ 

The Internet, the laser, MRIs, and 
the mapping of the human genome all 
came about from basic research at 
DOD, NIH, and other Federal agencies. 
Think of the millions of jobs that these 
innovations have created. 

I intend to continue my efforts in the 
Senate to ensure that American inno-
vation will continue. It is critical to 
our growth and our future 
competitiveness. 

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, I rise 
today to discuss my amendment to the 
fiscal year 2007 budget resolution, 
which would have provided imme-
diately for a $4,500 Pell grant for needy 
students. My amendment would have 
redirected the savings generated by the 
HELP Committee as part of reconcili-
ation back to student aid, as originally 
intended and passed by the committee 
and the full Senate. 

Last year, through Chairman ENZI’s 
leadership, the HELP Committee draft-
ed a bipartisan Higher Education Act 
reauthorization and reconciliation in-
structions. The committee was in-
structed to find savings of $13.7 bil-
lion—$7 billion of which was to be gen-
erated from education programs. The 
committee developed reconciliation in-
structions that included savings of 
over $20 billion. As a member of the 
HELP Committee, I can say that we 
purposely generated additional savings 
with the intent that a portion of the 
savings would be returned to students 
in the form of grant aid. 

Accordingly, the committee created 
two programs for Pell-eligible stu-
dents. We allocated $2.25 billion for 
SMART grants to target aid to stu-
dents who study math, science or a 
critical foreign language. We also allo-
cated $6 billion to the Provisional 
Grant Assistance Program, or ProGAP. 
These increases in the Pell grant pro-
gram are critical, given that tuition 
has increased rapidly. 

This year alone, tuition rose by 7.1 
percent at public colleges and 5.9 per-
cent at private universities. Yet stu-

dents and families have seen no growth 
in the Pell grant program in the past 4 
years; the maximum Pell award has 
been stagnant at $4,050 since fiscal year 
2003. ProGAP would have immediately 
provided current Pell recipients with a 
$4,500 maximum grant. 

However, when the Deficit Reduction 
Act returned to the Senate from con-
ference with the House, ProGAP had 
been eliminated and was replaced by 
Academic Competitiveness grants. The 
majority will claim to have increased 
grant aid for needy students through 
Academic Competitiveness and SMART 
grants. 

However, the Congressional Budget 
Office has estimated that less than 10 
percent of Pell-eligible students will be 
able to take advantage of the Aca-
demic Competitiveness and SMART 
grants in 2006. The percent of eligible 
students rises slowly, from 10.3 percent 
in 2007 to a paltry 13.5 percent in 2010. 
Given the existence of both Academic 
Competitiveness and SMART grants in 
the conference bill, adopting my 
amendment would have allowed us to 
help both needy Pell students and tar-
get math and science programs. 

The intention of the committee was 
for the savings generated from changes 
to the student loan programs go to-
wards deficit reduction and student 
aid. Not only did the final bill signifi-
cantly reduce the aid going to stu-
dents, the savings are clearly going for 
tax cuts that will not help the families 
we sought to help in the bill we passed 
in the Senate. In fact, even with the 
savings generated through the Deficit 
Reduction Act, the tax cuts cost more 
than the savings we generated. The 
newest tax cuts yet again result in an 
increase to the deficit. 

Currently only one-third of the U.S. 
workforce has a postsecondary edu-
cation, but it is estimated that 60 per-
cent of new jobs in the 21st century 
will require a college education. Work-
ers who have attended college on aver-
age have higher incomes and lower 
rates of unemployment than those who 
don’t. And those with a college edu-
cation also are more likely to have jobs 
with benefits like health care, retire-
ment and pensions plans. 

My amendment would have restored 
our original intent of the Senate by re-
directing the savings generated by the 
HELP Committee into the pockets of 
needy students, not the pockets of the 
wealthy benefiting from the tax cuts. 

Mr. President, I withdrew my amend-
ment after we had a huge victory for 
education—the overwhelming passage 
of the Specter-Harkin amendment 
which would provide $7 billion in in-
creased funding to health and edu-
cation programs. As an appropriator, I 
know first hand how critical that fund-
ing will be for education programs in 
fiscal year 2007. But we must all fight 
to retain that funding when the budget 
resolution is conferenced with the 
House. We should not accept a final 
budget resolution that does not con-
tain the funding provided through the 
Specter-Harkin amendment. 
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While I withdrew my amendment 

today, I will continue to fight for in-
creasing Pell grants and student aid. 
We can do better than level funding for 
our nation’s needy college students. 

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, as 
many of you know, I am co-chair of the 
Senate Rural Health Caucus and have 
worked on rural hospital and provider 
equity issues for a long time. Of course, 
the Senate does not always agree on 
every issue especially when it comes to 
health care. Over the years, however, 
the Rural Health Caucus has proved to 
be a bipartisan forum for Members on 
both sides of the aisle to come together 
and work on real solutions to help 
rural Americans have access to the 
same affordable, quality health care 
services as folks living in urban areas. 

There are now over 80 members of the 
Rural Health Caucus, and together we 
remain committed to making sure the 
unique health care needs of rural and 
frontier areas are met. We all shared 
the success of passing landmark rural 
Medicare equity provisions in the 
Medicare Modernization Act of 2003. 
This legislation included the most 
comprehensive attempt to put rural 
providers on a level playing field with 
their urban counterparts. Clearly, this 
was a significant victory, but there is 
much more still to do. 

As most of you know, the President’s 
fiscal year 2007 budget eliminated or 
severely reduced several effective and 
efficient rural health programs. Now, I 
have long believed that we need to hold 
Federal agencies and programs ac-
countable for the taxpayer dollars they 
spend. I also believe the Federal Gov-
ernment cannot be all things to all 
people. Congress must take the nec-
essary, and often difficult, steps to en-
sure we put this country on a solid 
path toward reducing the deficit. Of 
course, we all have different ideas on 
how to achieve that goal. I agree with 
Chairman GREGG that we can start by 
slowing—and in some cases—elimi-
nating wasteful spending. The budget 
before us focuses, primarily, on cutting 
spending and encouraging growth. If 
programs are not meeting their in-
tended purpose, or are not performing 
well, then it is fair to look at elimi-
nating the program. Many of the pro-
grams Congress funds are duplicative 
in nature. We have a responsibility to 
identify reasonable ways to root out 
waste, streamline program creating 
and spending, and manage our limited 
resources so that we can serve folks 
better. 

While it is important to identify and 
eliminate wasteful and inefficient pro-
grams, I also believe that we must sup-
port government policies that work. 
Rural health care programs operate on 
a shoestring budget. Current spending 
for all rural health discretionary pro-
grams is relatively small, but it plays 
a critical role in solidifying the fragile 
health care infrastructure common in 
rural communities. There are several 
important rural health programs such 
as: rural hospital flexibility grants, 

rural outreach program, trauma care, 
small hospital improvement program, 
health professions training, and rural 
access to emergency devices which all 
play a key role in delivering services to 
our medically underserved rural areas. 
The importance of these programs 
should not be undervalued. They meet 
our unique rural health needs by im-
proving emergency medical service 
networks, developing chronic disease 
management programs, implementing 
quality improvement initiatives, and 
helping small rural hospitals unable to 
keep their doors open convert to Crit-
ical Access Hospital, CAH, status. 

In Wyoming, rural health programs 
have made a real difference in the qual-
ity, access, and affordability of care 
available in our frontier communities. 
That is why I am extremely pleased to 
see the budget before us today assumes 
a $235 million increase for the Health 
Resources and Services Administra-
tion, HRSA, over the President’s re-
quest. Chairman GREGG’s mark clearly 
states this $235 million increase is pri-
marily intended to support rural 
health programs. I want to take this 
opportunity to thank Chairman GREGG 
for his hard work and support of this 
important issue. These increases will 
go a long way toward helping rural 
hospitals and providers deliver essen-
tial health care services to many re-
mote and medically underserved areas. 

I also want to especially thank my 
colleague from North Dakota, Senator 
CONRAD, for consistently partnering 
with me to ensure fair and equitable 
rural health treatment in the budget 
process. 

I now look forward to working with 
all members of the Senate Rural 
Health Caucus as we fight to ensure 
adequate funding for rural health pro-
grams during the fiscal year 2007 appro-
priations process. 

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I rise 
today with my colleague, the distin-
guished Senator from Oregon, to speak 
out against the administration’s pro-
posal to fund the Secure Rural Schools 
Program with a fire sale of our public 
land. It is vital to rural Montana and 
rural America that we reauthorize and 
fully fund the Secure Rural Schools 
Program, but we should not do it by 
putting a ‘‘for sale’’ sign on our prime 
hunting and fishing lands. 

The administration’s padlock pro-
posal to sell public lands to reauthorize 
the Secure Rural Schools Program 
sells rural America short. Montana and 
Oregon like many other States are out-
doors States. We hunt. We fish. We 
take our kids hiking and camping. Our 
public lands are part of our rec-
reational heritage as Americans. We 
should be increasing access for hunters 
and anglers, not putting more padlocks 
on more gates. 

The administration’s land grab pro-
posal is bad for sportsmen, an it is bad 
for our schools. Back in 2000, I was 
proud to be a cosponsor of Senator 
WYDEN and Senator CRAIG’s secure 
rural schools bill. The Secure Rural 

Schools Act has given counties more 
money, more certainty, and more flexi-
bility. I would call that a pretty good 
solution. We should not be abandoning 
6 years of success. It is vital to our 
rural communities that we reauthorize 
the Secure Rural Schools Act, and I 
will fight tooth and nail with Senator 
WYDEN to protect our public lands, re-
authorize the Secure Rural Schools 
Act, and stop the administration’s mis-
guided land grab. 

Mr. WYDEN, Mr. President, I am in 
full agreement with my friend and col-
league from Montana. The idea to sell 
public lands to fund the secure rural 
schools reauthorization is a fundamen-
tally flawed one. It pushes the debate 
over public lands and forestry back 
into the political briar patch despite 
the power of the legislation to bring 
traditional enemies together all across 
rural America in over 40 States and 
over 700 counties. It is because of the 
good work by my friend from Montana 
that this faulty idea is not assumed as 
part of this budget we debate today. 

As Senator BAUCUS and I continue 
our exhaustive search in the next 
weeks for offsets to pay for the reau-
thorization of the county payments 
legislation, he and I will continue our 
work to defeat the ill-conceived and di-
visive idea of selling off public lands to 
pay for the continuation of such a col-
laborative and locally successful pro-
gram. From his position as the ranking 
member of the Senate Finance Com-
mittee, on which I am privileged to 
serve with him, I feel sure that he will 
come up with the winning solution to 
offset the costs of reauthorizing this 
vital national program. 

Mr. ENSIGN. Mr. President, last year 
when the Senate was considering the 
national intelligence reform bill, we 
adopted several recommendations of 
the 9/11 Commission. 

One of those recommendations was to 
hire an additional 2,000 new Custom 
and border protection agents each year 
for the next 5 years. This body agreed 
with the recommendation. We agreed 
that our national security depended on 
such an investment, and we enacted 
that recommendation into law. 

We are now considering a budget res-
olution that will determine whether 
Congress will keep the promise we 
made to the American people to pro-
tect our Nation’s borders. There are 
many provisions in this budget that 
demonstrate a commitment to border 
security. I thank and congratulate 
Chairman Gregg for those provisions. 
But the budget that was reported out 
of committee includes funding for only 
1,500 new agents in the coming year. 

My amendment would provide $153 
million to ensure that we hire 2,000 new 
agents next year. This amendment is 
fully offset. Let’s face it—the threat of 
illegal border crossing by people who 
wish to kill us is very real. In order to 
prevent another terrorist attack on 
American soil, we must improve every 
aspect of our Nation’s security. Our se-
curity is truly only as strong as our 
weakest link. 
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For too long, the lack of funding for 

border agents has been a weak link. By 
funding additional agents, we protect 
both our southern and our often ne-
glected northern border. This will 
make it harder for terrorists to enter 
the United States and attack us. 

There have been several news reports 
recently that I want to bring to my 
colleagues’ attention. 

Last year, intelligence officials con-
firmed that the terrorist, Zarqawi, 
plans to infiltrate America through our 
borders. He plans to attack targets 
such as movie theaters, restaurants, 
and schools. My amendment commits 
the resources to make sure that this 
does not happen. 

Just last summer, in Detroit, a Leba-
nese national named Mahmoud Youssef 
Kourani, who was in the United States 
illegally, pled guilty in Federal court 
to conspiring to raise money for a rec-
ognized terrorist group. He was in the 
United States raising money to fund 
terrorists. That is outrageous. But 
what is equally outrageous is how he 
came into the United States in the 
first place. 

Kourani took advantage of our po-
rous border. Kourani paid a Mexican 
consular official in Beirut $3,000 for a 
visa to enter Mexico. Once in Mexico, 
he snuck across the U.S.-Mexican bor-
der in 2001 and settled in Michigan. 

According to Federal prosecutors, 
Kourani and another member of his 
family are heavily involved with the 
same group that killed 214 marines in 
Beirut in 1983 and which is also respon-
sible for bombing two U.S. Embassies. 

While in the United States, Kourani 
also helped harbor other illegal immi-
grants. Thankfully, he was prosecuted 
before he could inflict any direct harm 
on any American. 

Given how easy it is for people like 
Kourani to enter the United States, I 
believe that my amendment is impera-
tive to our national security. 

My amendment does not require any 
additional spending. It is completely 
offset. This amendment is paid for. 

Homeland Security spending must be 
based on priorities. The fact that ter-
rorists would use our borders to gain 
access to the United States to attack 
us is a real threat. So we must provide 
funds for Customs and border protec-
tion. 

Four and a half years ago it only 
took 19 to change the course of this 
country. We must do everything that 
we can to prevent another terrorist at-
tack on American soil. 

The world has changed dramatically 
since 9/11 when the terrorists used our 
open and trusting society against us. 
We can not allow a repeat of that trag-
edy. 

This amendment will help those who 
guard our frontiers by providing the 
necessary, and I stress necessary, tools 
to ensure the safety of our citizens. 

I urge my colleagues to adopt my 
amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, as we 
continue to debate the budget resolu-

tion, I wanted to raise an important 
issue with my colleagues. The budget 
for fiscal year 2007 that was proposed 
by the administration would dis-
continue all activities of the National 
Children’s Study or NCS. 

This important study which was au-
thorized as part of the Children’s 
Health Act of 2000, provides for the de-
velopment and implementation of the 
largest longitudinal study of children 
ever conducted in the United States. 
The goal of the study is to improve the 
health and well-being of children. The 
information from this study will be 
used to determine and affect the major 
causes of childhood illness such as pre-
mature birth, asthma, obesity, pre-
ventable injury, autism, developmental 
delay, mental illness, and learning dis-
orders. 

These disorders, among many other 
high-frequency diseases that afflict 
children, result from the interaction of 
multiple biologic, genetic, chemical, 
social and behavioral factors that com-
bine to determine health. Researchers 
will analyze how these elements inter-
act with each other and what helpful 
and/or harmful effects they might have 
on children’s health. By studying chil-
dren through their different phases of 
growth and development, researchers 
will be better able to understand the 
role of these factors on health and dis-
ease. 

The National Children’s Study will 
follow a representative sample of 
America’s children in order to identify 
causes and develop treatments of spe-
cific diseases, and develop population- 
based intervention strategies to pre-
vent illness and ameliorate the im-
pacts of poverty and substandard envi-
ronments on children’s growth, devel-
opment, and mental health. This will 
include approximately 100,000 children 
from over 100 locations throughout the 
United States. 

Since 2000, over 50 million has been 
spent planning the study. Over 2,500 
scientists and community members 
from across the country have developed 
a study plan that defines research 
question, hypotheses, and critical expo-
sure and outcome measures beginning 
before pregnancy and continuing 
throughout the life cycle of children. 
In 2005, the Study designated seven 
Vanguard pilot centers throughout the 
United States, including sites in Cali-
fornia, New York, North Carolina, 
Pennsylvania, South Dakota, Utah, 
and Wisconsin to begin the study with 
over 100 additional sites planned across 
the Nation. 

It is unfortunate that funding for the 
study was zeroed out the President’s 
budget and would be extremely short-
sighted to put off this study. While 
there are upfront costs to conduct a 
study of this size, they are dwarfed by 
the cost of treating the diseases and 
conditions it can be expected to ad-
dress. The National Institute of Child 
Health and Human Development, 
NICHD estimates that the major 
chronic diseases the study will address 

directly cost American $269 billion per 
year. If the study were to result in only 
a 1 percent reduction in those costs, 
the expense of the entire 20-plus year 
study could be recouped in a single 
year. 

The environment in which our chil-
dren grow up has changed significantly 
over the past 50 years, resulting in in-
creases in rates of diseases such as 
asthma, obesity, and learning and 
other developmental disabilities. In 
order to overcome these challenges, we 
need to invest in the National Chil-
dren’s Study, in addition to other re-
search efforts to improve our under-
standing of how to prevent disease and 
improve the environments in which our 
children live. 

As a parent of three children, and 
now a grandparent of three, I know 
how important it is to provide a 
healthy environment for our youth. I 
hope the future will be brighter for fu-
ture generations, and one way we can 
make that happen is by finding the an-
swers to many health questions that 
plague us today. The National Chil-
dren’s Study will be one of the richest 
information resources available to 
children’s health and development and 
will form the basis of child health guid-
ance, interventions, and policy for gen-
erations to come. 

It is my hope that this body will do 
all it can to restore the cuts to the 
NCS and keep this critical work mov-
ing forward, and I will work with my 
colleagues through the Appropriations 
Committee to make that happen. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, my 
amendment No. 3154 to the budget reso-
lution would restore much-needed 
funding to the Bulletproof Vest Part-
nership Program. The administration’s 
budget slashes this program by $20 mil-
lion, which amounts to a 63-percent cut 
to a program that helps save the lives 
of law enforcement officers nationwide 
by providing State and local law en-
forcement agencies with the resources 
to help buy body armor for their offi-
cers. 

My amendment supports the alloca-
tion of $41 million in funding for bullet-
proof vest partnership grants to fully 
fund it at the authorized level of $50 
million in fiscal year 2007. The increase 
in funds is offset by discretionary 
spending reductions. 

Our former colleague Senator Camp-
bell and I authored the Bulletproof 
Vest Grant Partnership Act of 1998 in 
response to the tragic Carl Drega 
shootout in 1997 on the Vermont-New 
Hampshire border, in which two State 
troopers who lacked bulletproof vests 
were killed. The federal officers who 
responded to the scenes of the shooting 
spree were equipped with life-saving 
body armor, but the State and local 
law enforcement officers lacked protec-
tive vests because of the cost. 

We have successfully reauthorized 
this program three more times: in the 
Bulletproof Vest Partnership Grant 
Act of 2000, in the State Justice Insti-
tute Reauthorization Act of 2004, and 
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most recently as part of the Violence 
Against Women and Department of 
Justice Reauthorization Act of 2005. It 
is now authorized at $50 million per 
year through fiscal year 2009. 

Year after year, the Bulletproof Vest 
Partnership Program saves the lives 
and spares injuries of law enforcement 
officers nationwide by providing more 
help to State and local law enforce-
ment agencies to purchase body armor. 
Since its inception in 1999, this highly 
successful DOJ program has provided 
law enforcement officers in 16,000 juris-
dictions nationwide with nearly 350,000 
new bulletproof vests. In Vermont, 
more than 150 municipalities have used 
this partnership help to purchase 1,400 
vests. Without the assistance this pro-
gram offers, I daresay there would be 
close to that number of police officers 
without vests in Vermont today. 

Compounding the ongoing funding 
needs to help purchase vests, concerns 
from the law enforcement community 
over the effectiveness of body armor 
surfaced nearly 2 years ago when a 
Pennsylvania police officer was shot 
and critically wounded through his rel-
atively new Zylon-based body armor 
vest. In August 2005, the Justice De-
partment announced that test results 
indicated that used Zylon-based vests 
may not provide the intended level of 
ballistic resistance. Unfortunately, an 
estimated 200,000 of these faulty vests 
have been purchased—many with vest 
partnership funds—and now need to be 
replaced. 

We know that body armor saves 
lives, but the cost has put these vests 
out of the reach of many of the officers 
who need them. This program makes it 
more affordable for police departments 
of all sizes. Few things mean more to 
me than when I meet Vermont police 
officers and they tell me that the pro-
tective vests they wear were made pos-
sible because of this program. This is 
the least we should do for the officers 
on the front lines who put themselves 
in danger for us every day. 

I want to make sure that every police 
officer who needs a bulletproof vest 
gets one. If the Senate approves this 
amendment to fully fund this program 
at $50 million, then we will be on our 
way to helping ease the burden faced 
by officers and their families and to 
further our mission to provide every 
police officer who needs a safe vest 
with the means to purchase one. 

Mr. JOHNSON. Mr. President, as a 
member of the Budget Committee, I 
am deeply disappointed that the budget 
we are considering and the one pro-
posed by the President last month will 
make finding adequate funding for so 
many of our Nation’s domestic prior-
ities exceedingly hard to achieve. 

Budgets are about priorities—hard- 
working South Dakota families know 
that because they have to make prior-
ities in their family budget every day. 
Unfortunately, the President and the 
Republican leadership in Congress fail 
to make investments in key programs 
that assist average, hard-working 
Americans. 

Federal education mandates are woe-
fully underfunded. Yet the President’s 
budget proposed the largest cut to Fed-
eral education funding in the Depart-
ment of Education’s 26-year history. 
Further, for the second year in a row, 
the administration proposed a 5-per-
cent across-the-board cut to crop and 
dairy payments for producers. As well, 
the President’s budget included $16.9 
billion in cuts to Medicaid and about 
$35 billion in cuts to Medicare over 5 
years. While I am pleased the Senate 
budget resolution does not contain all 
of the President’s budget cuts, we can-
not continue to try to balance the 
budget on the backs of students, farm-
ers and ranchers, and seniors. 

While the administration is advo-
cating cuts to important domestic pro-
grams, it is estimated that the cost of 
the Bush tax cuts for those making 
over $1 million annually will be more 
than $41 billion in fiscal year 2007 
alone. 

Despite what the leadership likes to 
say about their budget, this is not a 
fiscally responsible budget. I think it is 
time we put our Nation’s finances back 
in order. This budget assumes that the 
deficit for fiscal year 2007 will be $359 
billion, and decline to $177 billion in 
fiscal year 2011. However, these as-
sumptions omit items like the cost of 
extending expiring tax cuts, fixing the 
alternative minimum tax, AMT, the 
ongoing war costs, and the spending of 
the Social Security and other trust 
funds. When these costs are included, 
the Nation’s debt will increase by more 
than $600 billion every year over the 
next 5 years. 

To put this in perspective, consider 
how much U.S. debt is held by for-
eigners. It took 224 years and 42 Presi-
dents—all of our Presidents from Wash-
ington to Clinton—to have $1 trillion 
in debt held outside our country. In 
just 5 years, that foreign debt level has 
more than doubled. 

I believe one of the best ways we can 
restore fiscal responsibility is to rein-
state the pay-as-you-go rules that were 
in effect from 1991 to 2000. The pay-go 
rule simply means that if you want ad-
ditional mandatory spending or tax 
cuts, you have to pay for them by off-
sets or obtain a supermajority vote to 
pass them. Unfortunately, the Senate 
failed to adopt a pay-go rule to the 
budget resolution yesterday on a tie 
vote of 50–50. 

Instead, we are being asked to sup-
port a budget that I don’t think re-
flects the values and priorities of a ma-
jority of South Dakota families, and 
does not restore fiscal responsibility. I 
will continue working in a bipartisan 
manner to make improvements in the 
fiscal year 2007 budget and restoring 
our Nation’s fiscal strength. 

Mr. SALAZAR. Mr. President, as we 
debate the Senate budget resolution for 
fiscal year 2007 and the bill before us 
now to raise the debt ceiling, I want to 
talk for a moment about the broader 
issue of fiscal responsibility and hon-
esty. 

We are about to significantly raise 
the limit on our national debt for the 
fourth time in the past 5 years, this 
time to nearly $9 trillion. With deficits 
as far as the eye can see, we are on an 
unsustainable budgetary path that 
threatens not only to severely restrict 
our Government’s ability to provide 
critical services but to cause irrep-
arable damage both to our economy 
and our influence in the world commu-
nity. 

Alan Greenspan articulated our situ-
ation clearly in his last months as 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board. Mr. Greenspan said, ‘‘our budget 
position will substantially worsen in 
the coming years unless major deficit- 
reducing actions are taken . . . 
crafting a budget strategy that meets 
the nation’s longer-run needs will be-
come more difficult the more we 
delay.’’ 

Even more troubling, our deficits are 
worse than they seem. While the Con-
gressional Budget Office has estimated 
the size of this year’s deficit at $371 bil-
lion, that figure does not account for 
the tens of billions of dollars of emer-
gency supplemental spending that we 
can all anticipate to address needs in 
Iraq and Afghanistan. It also does not 
include the $180 billion we are raiding 
from the Social Security trust fund, 
nor does it take into account the inter-
est we will need to pay on the addi-
tional debt. As Senator CONRAD has 
pointed out, we anticipate the national 
debt will increase by $654 billion this 
year. 

Six years ago, we were running a 
budget surplus. While the national debt 
was $5 trillion, for the first time in al-
most 20 years, we found ourselves in a 
position where we could start to pay 
off some of that debt. We knew we 
would soon face the demographic pres-
sures associated with the retirement of 
the baby boom generation, but we had 
the resources at our disposal to begin 
preparing for those pressures. 

Now, just 6 years later, the cir-
cumstances that gave us a reason to be 
optimistic have all but dissolved in a 
sea of irresponsible fiscal policies, dis-
honest accounting, and partisan oppor-
tunism. 

To be sure, not everything that 
brought us to this point was within our 
control. The terrorist attacks of Sep-
tember 11, 2001, shook our economy, 
gave rise to new and unexpected costs, 
and rightly caused us to shift our na-
tional focus to the threat of inter-
national terrorism—sometimes, un-
avoidably, to the detriment of our abil-
ity to sufficiently focus on our looming 
fiscal challenges. 

Having said that, much of what led 
to our current crisis was within our 
control. The fairness of the multiple 
tax cuts that Congress passed in the 
last 5 years was certainly within our 
control. 

Whether or not those tax cuts were 
paid for was certainly within our con-
trol. 
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And whether or not we are honest 

about including the costs of the ongo-
ing military efforts in Iraq and Afghan-
istan, the need to provide continuing 
relief for middle-class families from 
the alternative minimum tax, and the 
inevitable costs associated with any 
proposal to address the problems faced 
by our entitlement programs is cer-
tainly within our control. 

We must be more responsible and 
more realistic. 

First, we must begin working today 
to prepare for the retirement of the 
baby boomers. While the situation is 
not as dire as some would have us be-
lieve, the Social Security system can-
not support itself in its current form 
forever. We need to make tough deci-
sions in order to restore that program 
to a path of solvency. 

In addition, with health care costs 
skyrocketing, we need to take a hard 
look at Medicare and Medicaid in order 
to ensure they can continue to provide 
high-quality care for the elderly and 
the poor. Again, the problems associ-
ated with these programs will only 
grow with the retirement of the baby 
boom generation, and we need to act 
now to avert a full-fledged fiscal dis-
aster. 

Second, we must be more realistic 
about aligning our tax policies with 
our spending policies. American fami-
lies understand the simple fact that 
you cannot spend more than you take 
in. Yet this fact seems to escape this 
administration and the current con-
gressional leadership. Year after year, 
we see massive spending reductions in 
vital programs followed up by even big-
ger tax cuts. 

Contrary to what some seem to be-
lieve, the tax cuts of the past 5 years 
are not going to pay for themselves. 
While I support many of those tax 
cuts— particularly those that benefit 
middle-class families—it is undeniable 
that they have resulted in lower rev-
enue for the Federal Government and 
will continue to do so in the long run. 
This is especially in light of the fact 
that they were not paid for and will 
therefore add to the national debt and 
increase the associated interest costs. 

Third, we cannot afford to be dis-
honest about costs we know we will 
face. The President’s budget contained 
no funding for the military operations 
in Iraq and Afghanistan beyond next 
year. Yet the Congressional Budget Of-
fice has said we should expect to pay 
$312 billion in war-related costs for the 
period between 2007 and 2016. 

Furthermore, we know we will need 
to provide relief from the alternative 
minimum tax for middle-class families. 
The Senate recently passed legislation 
that would contain a 1-year fix of the 
AMT at the price tag of $30 billion. The 
cost of providing AMT relief for the 
next decade is estimated at $1 trillion. 
Yet neither the President’s budget re-
quest nor the proposal before the Sen-
ate includes the cost of providing any 
AMT relief beyond this year. 

And this is to say nothing of how 
costly it would be to make permanent 

the President’s 2001 tax cuts, which is 
something we all know he will try to 
do. A recent estimate by the Center on 
Budget and Policy Priorities indicated 
that the cost of extending the Presi-
dent’s tax cuts through 2016 would be 
nearly $2 trillion. 

This debate is as much about honesty 
as it is about crunching numbers. How 
can we expect to be adequately pre-
pared for the looming influx of Ameri-
cans into the Social Security, Medi-
care, and Medicaid programs if we are 
not honest about costs we know we will 
have to deal with—and not just over 
the long term but this year? 

Yet another troubling symptom of 
our current misguided policies is the 
growing percentage of our debt that is 
being purchased by foreign investors. 
As Senator CONRAD has repeatedly 
pointed out in recent weeks, the level 
of debt purchased by foreign investors 
under President Bush is more than 
twice the amount purchased by foreign 
investors under the previous 42 Presi-
dents combined. Foreign investors— 
whether it be the central banks of for-
eign countries or private investors— 
now own nearly half of all publicly 
issued U.S. debt. 

I was astounded by the following sta-
tistics. According to the Economic Pol-
icy Institute, if foreign lenders keep 
buying U.S. debt at their current rate, 
the Federal Government will owe $3.8 
trillion to foreign lenders by 2011, an 
amount equivalent to 23 percent of ex-
pected gross domestic product for that 
year. We will owe those lenders $181 
billion in interest alone. 

To provide some context, that 
amount is 21⁄2 times the size of the en-
tire fiscal year 2007 budget for the De-
partment of Veterans’ Affairs. 

I realize that we cannot fix all of 
these problems this week, or even this 
year. But we can start to bring some 
sense to our Nation’s fiscal priorities 
by going on record in support of our 
most critical programs and by embrac-
ing fiscal responsibility. 

It is why I have consistently cospon-
sored classic pay-go proposals, which 
aim to ensure that both spending in-
creases and tax cuts are fully paid for. 

There is much more that is wrong 
with the Government’s fiscal practices 
and priorities than what I have dis-
cussed today. Among other things, I do 
not believe that our budget goes far 
enough in supporting rural America; I 
do not believe it does enough to pro-
vide resources to State and local law 
enforcement; and I do not believe it 
does enough to promote community de-
velopment. 

More than anything, however, the de-
bate on the Senate floor this week is 
about our broader priorities as a na-
tion. It is about whether we value can-
dor and responsibility over partisan op-
portunism. If we do not act soon to re-
verse our direction, we will have made 
our decision, and it will have been the 
wrong one. 

Mr. REED. Mr. President, the Hum-
phrey Hawkins Act of 1978 specifies 

that time should be set aside in the 
consideration of the budget resolution 
for debate on economic goals and poli-
cies. As the ranking member of the 
Joint Economic Committee, I rise 
today to talk about how the budget 
submitted by President Bush and the 
version of that budget which we are de-
bating this week in the Senate embody 
the wrong goals and policies to address 
the challenges facing the American 
economy. 

If you listen to the President and my 
colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle, you would get the impression 
that the economy is in good shape and 
that their policies have been success-
ful. But if you listen to the American 
people you know that there is consider-
able anxiety about the economy and 
considerable disapproval about how the 
other side has managed economic pol-
icy. 

The American people are right. All is 
not well with the Bush economy and 
the President’s economic policies. 
President Bush likes to cite statistics 
on how fast the economy is growing 
and how much productivity—the out-
put a worker produces in an hour—has 
increased. What he doesn’t mention is 
that on his watch the economy went 
through the most protracted jobs 
slump in decades; that there is still 
considerable evidence of lagging labor 
force participation and hidden unem-
ployment; and that the benefits of pro-
ductivity growth have been showing up 
in the bottom lines of companies rath-
er than in the paychecks of workers. 

The President doesn’t mention that 
disparities in wages and incomes are 
growing wider. Those who are already 
well-to-do are continuing to do very 
well. But the typical American family 
is struggling to make ends meet in the 
face of rising costs for energy, health 
care, and a college education for their 
children. 

The administration and its sup-
porters will not take responsibility for 
the failure of their policies. They say 
that their tax cuts are working and 
that all the American economy needs 
is more tax cuts. But the Bush tax cuts 
have not created an economy that 
works for ordinary Americans and they 
have mortgaged our future. Respon-
sible analysts have shown that the 
President’s tax cuts for the rich were 
poorly designed for generating jobs and 
putting people back to work in the 
wake of the 2001 recession. They had 
very low ‘‘bang-for-the-buck’’ in terms 
of job stimulus in the short run, but 
they were so massive that they created 
a legacy of large budget deficits and 
mounting debt that will be a drag on 
the economy in the long run. 

President Bush has squandered the 
hard-won fiscal discipline achieved in 
the 1990s. He inherited a 10-year budget 
surplus of $5.6 trillion and turned it 
into a stream of deficits. 

This year’s budget gives the illusion 
that we will be making substantial 
progress in reducing the deficit over 
the next few years. But that is not 
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what responsible analysts say. They 
point out that a realistic budget as-
sessment shows continuing structural 
deficits over the next several years and 
a potential explosion of the deficit 
once the costs of the baby-boom gen-
eration’s retirement kick in fully. 

With a $5.6 trillion 10-year budget 
surplus now a deficit of at least $2.7 
trillion, this administration has turned 
us into a nation of debtors, relying on 
the rest of the world to finance our 
budget deficits and the rest of our ex-
cessive spending. Yesterday we learned 
that the current account deficit—the 
broadest measure of our international 
payments imbalance—was $805 billion 
last year, an amount equal to 6.4 per-
cent of GDP. That is a record both in 
dollar terms and as a share of GDP. 

The ballooning international trade 
and budget deficits dramatize the mis-
placed fiscal priorities of the President 
and the Republican Congress. The ad-
ministration’s large Federal budget 
deficits and mounting Federal debt are 
putting enormous pressure on the trade 
deficit and the dollar. We are mort-
gaging our future to foreign investors 
and foreign governments instead of 
getting our fiscal house in order and 
boosting our own national saving. 

And we are not investing in people 
here at home the way we should be. A 
new analysis of the President’s budget 
by the Democratic staff of the Joint 
Economic Committee shows that the 
President’s policies would add to the 
deficit and reduce investments that aid 
moderate- and lower-income families 
in order to pay part of the cost of tax 
cuts going disproportionately to those 
with very high incomes. 

The JEC Democratic staff analysis 
shows that the burden of cuts in those 
programs that provide benefits to indi-
viduals would be borne disproportion-
ately by families in the bottom 40 per-
cent of the income distribution. The 
share of spending cuts borne by those 
families would be disproportionate to 
their share of aggregate family income 
and to the share of any benefits they 
could expect to receive from the Presi-
dent’s proposed tax cuts. 

Families in the bottom 20 percent of 
the income distribution would absorb 
32 percent of the cuts in payments for 
individuals, even though their share of 
aggregate family income is only 3 per-
cent. Families in the next lowest fifth 
of the income distribution, with 8 per-
cent of aggregate family income, would 
bear 23 percent of the budget cuts in 
payments for individuals. 

Disparities in the impact of the 
President’s budget proposals on fami-
lies in different parts of the income 
distribution are even more pronounced 
when the tax cuts are taken into ac-
count. Families in the bottom 40 per-
cent of the income distribution would 
receive only 6 percent of the benefits 
from tax cuts while bearing over half 
the burden of the spending cuts. In con-
trast, families in the top 20 percent of 
the income distribution would receive 
over 70 percent of the benefits of the 

tax cuts while bearing only 14 percent 
of the burden of the spending cuts. 

The net impact of those cuts would 
leave families at the bottom of the in-
come distribution shouldering nearly 
all of the pain while families at the top 
of the income distribution would reap 
nearly all of the net benefits. 

A budget resolution that echoes the 
President’s budget neither meets the 
pressing needs of the American people 
nor addresses the long-term challenges 
that lie ahead. Clearly, we’re in for an-
other year of policies that do little to 
help the average family or bring down 
the deficit. 

A long-term budget and economic 
disaster looms if we don’t restore fiscal 
discipline. The President’s large and 
growing Federal budget deficits leave 
us increasingly hampered in our ability 
to deal with the host of challenges we 
face. We need policies that address the 
problems facing the country’s most dis-
advantaged citizens and help ordinary 
working families deal with job and re-
tirement insecurity and the rising 
costs of energy, health care, and edu-
cation for their children. 

We can and should do better. 
Mr. OBAMA. Mr. President, I rise 

today to speak about the budget reso-
lution. 

A budget is about choices. It is about 
tradeoffs. It is about weighing com-
peting priorities and conflicting objec-
tives and figuring out what matters 
most for Americans. 

Unfortunately, the budget we have 
before us makes the wrong choices. In-
stead of tackling Federal deficits and 
rising debt, this budget worsens them. 
Instead of strengthening our schools so 
America can be competitive in a global 
economy, this budget weakens them. 
Instead of taking bold action against 
poverty as the President promised 
after Katrina, this budget cuts impor-
tant services that Americans depend 
on. 

Budgets matter because the tradeoffs 
we make matter, and this budget 
makes the wrong tradeoffs. It extends 
tax breaks aimed at millionaires while 
doing nothing to expand opportunity 
for working Americans. It claims to be 
fiscally responsible while ignoring bil-
lions of dollars of Government spend-
ing for ongoing military operations 
overseas. 

At a time when we have maxed out 
our borrowing, this budget has us bor-
rowing more. At a time when we have 
already cut certain programs beyond 
the level of efficiency, this budget cuts 
them some more. At a time when we 
have already lavished tax breaks on 
the wealthiest people and corporations, 
this budget lavishes even more. 

As I talk to families in Illinois— 
farmers and small businesspeople, 
teachers and veterans, salespeople and 
service workers, doctors and senior 
citizens, people prospering and those 
struggling at the margins—I see people 
dealing with real issues and real prob-
lems. I see people concerned about our 
national security and our domestic se-

curity. I see people worried about what 
they see and what they don’t see hap-
pening here in Washington. 

Unfortunately, this budget that we 
are debating today gives Americans lit-
tle reason to have confidence in their 
Government. This budget gives them 
little reason to think that their elected 
leaders are paying attention. 

Many of my Democratic colleagues 
and I have been offering amendments 
over the last few days. Together we are 
troubled by this budget and doing our 
best to ensure that it reflects at least 
some of America’s cherished values. A 
few of my Republican colleagues have 
also joined us in trying to improve this 
bill. 

I was disappointed on Tuesday by the 
failure of the Senate to pass the Pay-go 
amendment to restore discipline to our 
budgeting process. That vote was bi-
partisan and very close, and I hold out 
hope that this body will soon restore 
budget rules that work to reduce defi-
cits and restrain debt. But there are 
still opportunities to make this resolu-
tion more responsive to the needs and 
concerns of the people in Illinois. 

For example, I appreciate the will-
ingness of Senator GREGG and Senator 
CONRAD, as the managers of this bill, to 
accept an important amendment of 
mine that addresses the problem of 
homeless veterans. 

Each and every night, more than 
200,000 of our Nation’s veterans are 
homeless. More than 400,000 will experi-
ence homelessness over the course of a 
year. In my hometown of Chicago, as 
many as 38,000 veterans spend a night 
homeless over the course of a year. 

It is one the great tragedies of this 
Nation that brave men and women who 
risked their lives for us have no place 
to turn to and no place to call home. 

There is no single cause for homeless-
ness among veterans. Homeless vets 
are men and women, single and mar-
ried. They have served in every conflict 
since World War II. Many suffer from 
posttraumatic stress disorder or were 
physically and mentally battered in 
combat. A large number left the mili-
tary without job skills that could be 
easily transferred to the private sector. 
Regardless of the cause, we know that 
there are ways to combat this crisis. 

My amendment devotes a small 
amount to begin addressing this prob-
lem by building on existing proven pro-
grams. For nearly 20 years, the Home-
less Veterans Reintegration Program 
has helped get veterans off the streets 
with intensive services that are un-
available elsewhere and really get to 
the heart of the causes of homeless-
ness. 

HVRP grant recipients provide cloth-
ing and food to help stabilize veterans, 
they provide mental health and sub-
stance abuse counseling, and they pro-
vide employment services and housing 
assistance to allow them to reenter so-
ciety. Some HVRP programs even em-
ploy formerly homeless veterans to 
serve as counselors and role models to 
other veterans. HVRP offers specialized 
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support for veterans who are turned 
away from other programs. In short, 
HVRP is a cost-effective and proven 
way to help veterans who have no place 
else to turn. 

The budget currently flatlines spend-
ing for the HVRP at $22 million, which 
is only 44 percent of the authorized 
level. At this amount, we will only be 
able to serve 16,250 veterans next year. 

My amendment increases HVRP to 
its full authorized amount, an increase 
of $28 million. This will help us reach 
approximately 36,820 homeless vet-
erans. This is still less than 10 percent 
of the total need, but it is an impor-
tant start. My amendment will also de-
vote an additional $12 million to the 
Department of Labor to improve jobs 
services for hard-to-place veterans. 
This is a modest increase of 6 percent 
over last year. 

Every day, we walk past men and 
women on street corners with hand-
written signs like ‘‘Homeless Veteran— 
Need Food.’’ Sometimes we give a dol-
lar, sometimes we just keep walking. 
These are soldiers who fought in World 
War II, Vietnam, and Iraq. 

We cannot allow the proud shoulders 
that have carried the weight of liberty 
to be broken by the terrible burden of 
homelessness and hopelessness. We owe 
our veterans more than an emergency 
shelter cot or a cardboard box beneath 
an overpass. We owe them a chance to 
enjoy the dignity and respect they 
earned fighting for our freedom. 

These men and women served us 
without fail when we needed them, and 
now we must do the same for them. 

I thank Senators GREGG and CONRAD 
for accepting this amendment. 

Mr. President, I hope we can con-
tinue to improve this budget. But, 
until we have a fiscally responsible 
budget that makes the right choices 
for America, I owe it to the people of 
Illinois to reject it. 

I hope it won’t be too long before this 
body can get serious about solving the 
real problems we face as a country and 
preparing for the new challenges and 
opportunities we will face in the years 
ahead. 

VOTE EXPLANATION 
Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, I regret 

that I was unable to vote in support of 
Senator LIEBERMAN’s amendment 3034 
to the fiscal year 2007 congressional 
budget resolution. It is critically im-
portant to protect the American people 
from terrorist attacks. This amend-
ment would have done so by providing 
$8 billion in additional funds for home-
land security. These funds would have 
come from restoring cuts to vital first 
responder programs in the Depart-
ments of Homeland Security and Jus-
tice. It also would have provided an ad-
ditional $1.2 billion for first responders, 
$1.7 billion for the Coast Guard and 
port security, $150 million for chemical 
security, $1 billion for rail and transit 
security, $456 million for FEMA, $1 bil-
lion for health preparedness programs, 
and $752 million for aviation security. 

At the time of this vote I was meet-
ing with a group of Montana’s high 

school students from Project Close-Up. 
This program introduces young people 
to Washington, DC and to the U.S. Gov-
ernment. I believe it is very important 
to give these students the unique op-
portunity to meet with their State’s 
Senators in person—it is a tradition I 
have maintained for years. It is unfor-
tunate that this vote to support home-
land security occurred at the same 
time as the visit. For this reason, I 
must make it clear that I firmly be-
lieve in properly funding homeland se-
curity. I was one of the first Senators 
to visit New Orleans and the gulf coast 
after Hurricane Katrina and I recognize 
that FEMA needs more funding to im-
prove their mission and ability to prop-
erly respond to disasters. 

Most importantly, our first respond-
ers in Montana are the backbone of 
emergency services in our State. We 
are a rural State, and our police and 
fire departments and hospitals call 
upon them to react across many miles 
to keep Montana’s citizens safe. I have 
always voted in favor of these efforts in 
the past and I pledge to do so in the fu-
ture. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, Senator 
CONRAD and I are fortunate to have an 
outstanding staff serving the members 
of the Senate Budget Committee. 
These professionals work long hours 
and take great pride in the work of the 
committee and the institution of the 
U.S. Senate. 

I would like to take just a few min-
utes today to single out two of these 
talented individuals who work on the 
majority side or Republican committee 
staff. 

David Fisher serves as our health 
policy director on the committee. As 
Willie Sutton said, ‘‘You rob banks be-
cause that’s where the money is,’’ and 
with respect to the Federal budget, the 
money is in health care. Medicare, 
Medicaid, and Social Security are 
three programs that David handles for 
our team, and these three programs are 
on a glidepath to consume over 20 per-
cent of this Nation’s gross domestic 
product in about 30 years. If we do not 
find a way to control the growth of 
spending for these programs, there sim-
ply will not be resources available for 
all other priorities, from national de-
fense to homeland security to science 
and research. 

David came over to the Budget Com-
mittee from the Health, Education, 
Labor, and Pensions Committee in 2005. 
David holds a master’s in public policy 
degree from Georgetown University. He 
has held a number of key positions in 
both the Senate and the House of Rep-
resentatives having served as both a 
chief of staff and legislative director. 

David is one of those rare individuals 
who can drill into specific pro-
grammatic detail and simultaneously 
understand the broader policy and po-
litical context in which programs oper-
ate. He is a perfectionist. David has a 
complete top-to-bottom understanding 
of medical and health care programs 
and has staffed me with distinction 

with such issues as bioterrorism, med-
ical liability reform, and FDA drug ap-
proval. Most recently, he has been 
working tirelessly on Avian flu pre-
paredness. 

David Fisher has earned a reputation 
around town, here in Congress, and 
down at the White House as an expert 
on health issues. Few people who have 
worked with David have not been im-
pressed with intellect and dedication. I 
am proud to have him on my team. 

For many people, the budget resolu-
tion is just a compilation of accounts 
and dollar levels. But the budget is 
much more. The budget is a frame-
work, a blueprint for the Federal Gov-
ernment and fiscal policy. Maybe good 
public policy states that policy drives 
budgets, but it is no secret that in 
Washington budgets often drive policy. 
The budget and our resolution have a 
real impact on the financial markets 
and economy. 

When I took over the committee, a 
number of people advised me to make 
sure that we employed a talented econ-
omist. We are fortunate in Dan Brandt 
to have just that. 

Dan Brandt serves as our Committee 
chief economist, and he also serves as 
analyst for a number of budget func-
tions, such as what we call function 370 
or commerce and housing credit. Dan is 
our expert who keeps on top of what 
the economy is doing, what is hap-
pening at the Federal Reserve, at the 
Securities and Exchange Commission, 
at the stock exchanges, and inter-
national finance. Dan is our ‘‘go to 
guy’’ for understanding the latest GDP 
and employment statistics, inflation, 
and other economic data. He is our ex-
pert on tax policy and works closely 
with the Finance Committee in ensur-
ing that we are advocating progrowth 
tax policies. He works closely with the 
Banking Committee on a number of 
issues affecting financial institutions 
and the lending industry. 

Dan’s academic background is in 
business administration and economics 
at the Johns Hopkins University, the 
American University, and the Frei 
Universitat in Berlin, Germany. Prior 
to joining the committee, Dan worked 
in the House of Representatives, at 
Solomon Smith Barney, and at the 
International Trade Administration in 
the U.S. Department of Commerce. 
During 2004, Dan Brandt worked on 
President George W. Bush’s reelection 
campaign where he handled tax and 
economic issues. 

Dan is a workhorse for the com-
mittee. Few people could serve as a 
guide through the intricacies of eco-
nomic forecasts and the budget rules— 
Dan can do both. The technical accu-
racy and effectiveness of his work prod-
ucts is a matter of personal pride. I 
have learned that he is a professional 
staff member in every sense of the 
word. I will conclude by just saying 
that Dan Brandt is a real credit to the 
Senate, and we are fortunate to have 
him here on our Budget Committee and 
as part of my team. 
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Mr. President, we are now able to go 

to final passage. Before we go to final 
passage, I wish to begin by thanking 
Senator CONRAD and his extraordinary 
staff. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3081 WITHDRAWN 
Before I do that, I ask unanimous 

consent to withdraw the pending 
amendment No. 3081 at the desk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, we are 
now able to go to final passage. Before 
we go to final passage, I wish to begin 
by thanking Senator CONRAD and his 
extraordinary staff, led by Mary 
Naylor. They have been incredibly co-
operative. They are always extraor-
dinarily professional. There is no ques-
tion but we would not have been able 
to complete this—in what may not 
seem timely to most folks because we 
have been here all day but is—quite 
honestly we could have been here into 
tomorrow or Saturday without the ex-
traordinary cooperation of the Senator 
from North Dakota and his team. I 
thank him for his professionalism and 
their team. 

I also thank my Committee on the 
Budget staff. They have worked tire-
lessly and continuously on this budget 
for the last 6 weeks. They literally 
have gotten very little sleep, espe-
cially, of course, Scott Gudes, my 
budget leader, and Denzel McGuire, his 
top assistant. They did a great job of 
organizing, especially today, the 
amendments. 

Jeff Turcotte, Dave Myers, and Sam 
Donoghue of our communications 
team, who has tried to compete with 
the chart machine on the other side of 
the aisle, they have come close. They 
have done a great job. Jim Hearn and 
Cheri Reidy, David Pappone and Gail 
Millar, are the specialists who make 
this place work. The cornerstone of the 
great team, John Mashburn, and Vas 
Chrisopoulos, my AA who keeps every-
thing humming along and does an in-
credible job on my personal staff, and I 
thank the leadership staff. There are 
an awful lot of good people working for 
the leadership around here. They 
should be acknowledged for their tre-
mendous work. 

Let me thank the clerks and all the 
Senate staff. They have worked all day 
with virtually no break, along with the 
Reporters of Debates. I thank everyone 
for an extraordinary amount of com-
mitment to making this place work 
correctly. 

This budget is now on the verge of 
being passed. It is the first step in the 
process. As I have said before, it is the 
responsibility of governance to pass a 
budget. That is our responsibility as 
Senators. This is a responsible budget. 
It is not everything I wanted, obvi-
ously, but it is a step in the right di-
rection. It is a step on the road, and it 
is a positive step on the road. 

Rather than prolong the discussion, 
because we have had a lot of discussion 
on it, I will now yield the floor to the 
Senator from North Dakota. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, first, I 
want to indicate that we may have one 
matter to conclude before we end. 

AMENDMENT NO. 3023, AS MODIFIED 
Mr. President, I send to the desk 

amendment No. 3023, as modified, and 
ask unanimous consent that it be 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment (No. 3023), as modi-

fied, was agreed to, as follows: 
(Purpose: To strengthen homeland security 

by adding $10 million to National Defense 
for an interoperable and survivable mobile 
wireless communications network enabling 
clear, reliable communications among DoD 
and first responders for the military home-
land defense command) 
On page 9, line 20, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
On page 9, line 21, increase the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
On page 27, line 23, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
On page 27, line 24, decrease the amount by 

$10,000,000. 
Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I suggest 

the absence of a quorum. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

clerk will please call the roll. 
The legislative clerk proceeded to 

call the roll. 
Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. CONRAD. Mr. President, we are 
prepared to go to final passage. We can-
not do that without first thanking peo-
ple. This has been a marathon, and peo-
ple—many people—have worked around 
the clock to get us to this position. 

Let me thank a colleague because we 
would not be finishing at 7:15 without 
the extraordinary work of Senator 
PATTY MURRAY. 

Thank you, PATTY. 
She convinced literally dozens of our 

colleagues to drop amendments to-
night; otherwise, we would have been 
here until 2 o’clock in the morning. So 
special thanks to her. 

And thanks to my staff director, 
Mary Naylor; and John Righter, my 
deputy staff director; Lisa Konwinski, 
my counsel; and, most of all, my chart 
master, Kobye Noel. 

And thanks to the staff of Senator 
GREGG: Scott Gudes and Denzel 
McGuire, outstanding professionals. 

Of course, my personal thanks to the 
chairman of the committee, who has 
been so decent to deal with, and so 
honorable to deal with. 

On our side, Mr. Chairman, we thank 
you for your courtesies. 

With that, let me conclude on the 
budget itself. 

Mr. GREGG. No. 
Mr. CONRAD. Oh, yes. 
Borrow and spend—that is what this 

budget represents. 
Mr. President and colleagues, as 

shown on this chart, this is what is 

going to happen to the debt under this 
budget. It is up, up, and away. A vote 
for this budget is a vote for more debt, 
higher interest rates, a weaker econ-
omy, the export of American jobs, the 
selling off of America, piece by piece. 

Colleagues, we could do a whole lot 
better than this. I urge my colleagues 
to vote no. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Hampshire. 

Mr. GREGG. Mr. President, I have 
been asked to remind Senators that 
there will be two more votes, after the 
final vote on the budget, on judges. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The question is on the adoption of 

the concurrent resolution. 
The clerk will please call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
The result was announced—yeas 51, 

nays 49, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 74 Leg.] 

YEAS—51 

Alexander 
Allard 
Allen 
Bennett 
Bond 
Brownback 
Bunning 
Burns 
Burr 
Chambliss 
Coburn 
Cochran 
Cornyn 
Craig 
Crapo 
DeMint 
Dole 

Domenici 
Enzi 
Frist 
Graham 
Grassley 
Gregg 
Hagel 
Hatch 
Hutchison 
Inhofe 
Isakson 
Kyl 
Landrieu 
Lott 
Lugar 
Martinez 
McCain 

McConnell 
Murkowski 
Roberts 
Santorum 
Sessions 
Shelby 
Smith 
Snowe 
Specter 
Stevens 
Sununu 
Talent 
Thomas 
Thune 
Vitter 
Voinovich 
Warner 

NAYS—49 

Akaka 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Biden 
Bingaman 
Boxer 
Byrd 
Cantwell 
Carper 
Chafee 
Clinton 
Coleman 
Collins 
Conrad 
Dayton 
DeWine 
Dodd 

Dorgan 
Durbin 
Ensign 
Feingold 
Feinstein 
Harkin 
Inouye 
Jeffords 
Johnson 
Kennedy 
Kerry 
Kohl 
Lautenberg 
Leahy 
Levin 
Lieberman 
Lincoln 

Menendez 
Mikulski 
Murray 
Nelson (FL) 
Nelson (NE) 
Obama 
Pryor 
Reed 
Reid 
Rockefeller 
Salazar 
Sarbanes 
Schumer 
Stabenow 
Wyden 

The concurrent resolution (S. Con. 
Res. 83), as amended, was agreed to. 

(The resolution will be printed in a 
future edition of the RECORD.) 

Mr. FRIST. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote and to lay that mo-
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, I would 
be remiss if I did not make at least a 
short statement on the budget we just 
passed. I agree with those who believe 
that government is simply out of con-
trol. We just passed a budget that 
promises a budget deficit in the vicin-
ity of $400 billion, a truly staggering 
amount of money. Our Federal Govern-
ment is borrowing in excess of a billion 
dollars a day to fund the awesome 
amount of obligations that we have au-
thorized. While I would have preferred 
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a vastly smaller budget today, I know 
it is simply not politically feasible to 
do so at this time. I pledge to work to-
ward creating an environment where 
we can achieve responsible spending 
and fiscal sanity while meeting our ob-
ligations. The budget we have just 
passed does represent a step, albeit a 
small one, toward fiscal responsibility. 
Getting our entitlement spending 
under control, reining in earmarks and 
other wasteful discretionary spending, 
and maintaining the conditions nec-
essary for strong, stable economic 
growth are all necessary to achieve a 
balanced budget, and it will take the 
concerted efforts of each and every one 
of us to achieve this in the future. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, 
today, the Senate allowed its budget 
process to be hijacked by those seeking 
to move a policy issue that has been 
rightly rejected so many times. I op-
posed the manipulation of process in 
the Budget Committee and I opposed 
final passage this evening. Using the 
reconciliation process to advance a sin-
gle controversial policy—a policy that 
should be considered through the ap-
propriate legislative channels—is 
shameless. 

We debated drilling in the Arctic last 
spring. We debated it again last fall, 
and at that time, a number of House 
Republicans shot the idea down. Then, 
in December, we wasted more time on 
the issue. This year, nine members of 
the Budget Committee reached out 
ahead of time to Chairman GREGG and 
Ranking Member CONRAD asking that 
the budget process not be used to re-
visit drilling in the Arctic Refuge, and 
yet, it was. I ask unanimous consent 
that a copy of the letter be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, DC, March 6, 2006. 

Hon. JUDD GREGG, 
Chairman, Budget Committee, 
Washington, DC. 
Hon. KENT CONRAD, 
Ranking Member, Budget Committee 
Washington, DC. 

DEAR CHAIRMAN GREGG AND RANKING MEM-
BER CONRAD: As members of the Budget Com-
mittee, we write to express our opposition to 
the inclusion of any language or mechanism 
in the fiscal year 2007 budget resolution that 
assumes revenues from drilling in the Arctic 
National Wildlife Refuge or allows for the in-
sertion of any provision that opens the 
Coastal Plain of the Refuge to oil and gas 
drilling and exploration. We also strongly 
oppose the inclusion of any Arctic Refuge 
reconciliation instructions for the Energy 
Committee in the budget resolution. 

It is irresponsible to base the country’s 
budget on highly speculative and dubious 
projections of lease revenues for the coastal 
plain of the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge. 
The reality is that leasing portions of the 
Arctic Refuge would likely not bring in the 
assumed levels of revenue to the federal 
treasury, and yet, the Congressional Budget 
Office (CBO) assumes $6 billion in revenue 
from leasing of the Arctic Refuge, and the 
President’s fiscal year 2007 budget proposal 
presupposes $7 billion in revenue from a 2008 

Refuge lease sale. Previous drilling proposals 
called for leasing between 400,000 and 600,000 
acres of the Arctic Refuge. The Administra-
tion proposal would therefore require that 
industry bid at least $11,667 per leased acre. 
The facts of oil and gas leasing on Alaska’s 
North Slope and elsewhere in the country 
show that such a proposal is far out of touch 
with reality: 

Since 1991, 38 leases on the North Slope and 
in near-shore waters have brought in an av-
erage of only $64.38 per leased acre. The Ad-
ministration’s projection is 181 times this 
historic average. 

Last year, the oil industry bid $161.55 per 
acre for areas offshore of the Arctic Refuge— 
an amount that is nearly an order of mag-
nitude lower than the Administration’s pro-
jections. 

The CBO acknowledged in December 2005 
that higher oil prices do not necessarily re-
sult in higher lease bids when it wrote that 
other factors, such as operating and capital 
costs and the attractiveness of competing 
projects elsewhere, influence bid amounts. 

The North Slope leasing history dem-
onstrates CBO’s point. In the last five years, 
when North Slope crude averaged $33.60 a 
barrel, the average price per acre was $48.15. 
In the five years prior to that, when North 
Slope crude averaged $19.60, the average 
price per acre was $93.58. Additionally, pre-
liminary analysis of two lease sales held on 
March 1, 2006 reveals an average per acre 
price of less than $40 on a day when North 
Slope crude was selling for $59.11. 

This kind of budget charade will simply 
not help reduce our huge and growing federal 
deficit. 

As we all know, the President acknowl-
edged our addiction to oil during his State of 
the Union address. As with any addiction, 
recognition of the problem is the first step 
toward change. Thus, now more than ever, 
instead of looking to drill to the past in 
areas such as the Arctic National Wildlife 
Refuge, we should truly dedicate ourselves to 
a cleaner energy future. The American peo-
ple expect Congress and the Administration 
to stop wasting their time on dead-end drill-
ing schemes and to instead chart an energy 
vision reflective of the 21st century. 

Again, we encourage you to reject any re-
quests that are intended to misuse the budg-
et process to open the Refuge to oil and gas 
drilling and exploration and we thank you 
for your consideration of this matter. 

Russ Feingold, Patty Murray, Tim John-
son, Bill Nelson, Robert Menendez, 
Paul S. Sarbanes, Ron Wyden, Robert 
C. Byrd, Debbie Stabenow. 

Mr. FEINGOLD. Mr. President, I op-
pose drilling in the Arctic National 
Wildlife Refuge, but if we are going to 
debate this policy, we should do so 
openly—not through a backdoor budget 
maneuver. My colleagues who want to 
open the Arctic Refuge to drilling 
should go through the regular legisla-
tive process that the rest of us use to 
advance policy initiatives. After all, 
what message do you send when you 
manipulate a process simply because 
the normal procedure does not give you 
the outcome you want? That is not a 
message this body should endorse. 

Proponents will say that using the 
budget process is the only way they 
can get an up-or-down vote. My re-
sponse is simple. I know how hard it is 
to be very close to having the votes to 
pass legislation, but not quite being 
there. Senator MCCAIN and I worked 
very hard on our campaign finance re-
form legislation to get the votes need-

ed to move forward—it took years—but 
we stuck with it until we could get the 
legislation passed. We fought hard but 
we fought fair. We did not—and we 
would not have—tried to advance our 
legislation by manipulating the budget 
process. This single reconciliation in-
struction opening up the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge is simply out of 
bounds. 

My concerns, however, go beyond the 
obvious abuse of process. The bottom 
line is that the revenue assumptions 
are highly speculative and in no way 
reflect reality. For a second, let’s ig-
nore the fact that last year a Bush ad-
viser was quoted as saying that ‘‘even 
if you gave the oil companies the ref-
uge for free, they wouldn’t want to 
drill there’’ and let’s look at the num-
bers. 

The Congressional Budget Office as-
sumes $6 billion in revenues while the 
President’s budget puts the number at 
$7 billion. Based on past proposals, 
400,000 to 600,000 acres in the Arctic Na-
tional Wildlife Refuge would be on the 
leasing block. Therefore, to achieve the 
administration’s estimate, companies 
would have to pay between $17,500 and 
$11,667 per acre to make it to the $7 bil-
lion level. To get to CBO’s estimate, 
they would have to pay between $15,000 
and $10,000 per acre to get to a total of 
$6 billion. Now let’s consider these 
numbers a bit more closely to see how 
they line up with reality: 

Since 1991, 40 lease sales on the North 
Slope and in near-shore waters have 
brought in an average of only $60.47 per 
leased acre in real 2006 dollars. CBO’s 
projections are 165 times greater than 
the inflation-adjusted average during 
the last 16 years. 

Think that higher gas prices will 
mean higher lease bids? Think again. 
In December of 2005, CBO said that 
higher gas prices at the pump don’t di-
rectly translate into higher lease bids 
by oil companies, and cited other fac-
tors—such as operating and capital 
costs and the attractiveness of com-
peting projects elsewhere—that influ-
ence bid amounts. 

Additionally, the reconciliation in-
struction assumes $3 billion in Federal 
revenues, based on a 50/50 split between 
the State of Alaska and the U.S. Treas-
ury. Given public statements by mem-
bers of the Alaska delegation, as re-
cently as last December, this 50/50 split 
is, at best, speculative. 

Some may argue that oil company 
activities in the Arctic Refuge could be 
done in an environmentally safe man-
ner. I would point out to them that 
earlier this month the largest crude oil 
spill in the history of oil and gas oper-
ations was discovered on Alaska’s 
North Slope. To quote an employee of 
the Alaska Department of Environ-
mental Conservation, ‘‘Hopefully, the 
tundra will recover. It’s never going to 
be perfect.’’ I don’t think anyone wants 
to contemplate the possibility of such 
an accident occurring within the Arc-
tic National Wildlife Refuge. 

During his State of the Union Ad-
dress, the President acknowledged our 
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addiction to oil. I hoped that this 
would mean we could move forward to 
discuss real energy solutions, solutions 
that protect our national security, our 
citizens, and our environment, as I con-
tinue to believe that we can do all 
three. In fact, there are bipartisan bills 
out there to move our transportation 
sector to renewable sources of energy 
and sadly we spend our time talking 
about this issue, an issue that divides 
us. When are we going to move past 
this divisive debate to discuss real en-
ergy solutions for the 21st century? 

If we do not stand against misuse of 
the legislative process, then every 
member of this esteemed body is at 
risk. Today, I cast a vote against abuse 
and in favor of the integrity of the Sen-
ate. 

f 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

NOMINATION OF JACK ZOUHARY 
TO BE UNITED STATES DISTRICT 
JUDGE FOR THE NORTHERN DIS-
TRICT OF OHIO 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will go 
into executive session and proceed to 
consider the nomination of Jack 
Zouhary to be U.S. District Judge for 
the Northern District of Ohio, which 
the clerk will report. 

The legislative clerk read the nomi-
nation of Jack Zouhary, of Ohio, to be 
United States District Judge for the 
Northern District of Ohio. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? The Senator from 
Vermont. 

f 

JUDICIAL NOMINATIONS 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, today the 
Senate considers two more lifetime ap-
pointments to U.S. courts. These con-
firmations will bring the total number 
of judicial appointments since January 
2001 to 234, including the confirmations 
of two Supreme Court Justices and 43 
circuit court judges. Of course, 100 
judges were confirmed during the 17 
months when there was a Democratic 
majority in the Senate. In the other 45 
months, 134 judges have been con-
firmed. Ironically, under Democratic 
leadership, the Senate was almost 
twice as productive as under Repub-
lican leadership. 

It is most regrettable that this Presi-
dent has not fulfilled his promise to 
the American people to be a uniter. 
Nor has he fulfilled his pledge to com-
plete his work in advance of vacancies 
and to make nominations promptly. 
Judicial vacancies have grown to more 
than 50 and the White House has failed 
to send nominees for more than half of 
those. Some of those vacancies have 
been sitting empty for more than a 
year. Over and over the White House 
has missed the deadline the President 
established for himself, and today, 
more than half of the judicial vacan-
cies, 27, are without nominations. One- 

third of those vacancies are already 
more than 180 days old, and one-third 
of the judicial emergency vacancies are 
without nominees. 

If the White House would eliminate 
its partisan, political, and ideological 
litmus tests from the judicial nomina-
tions process and its emphasis on re-
warding cronies and focus only on 
qualifications and consensus, the job of 
selecting nominees and our job of con-
sidering them for confirmation would 
be much easier. 

Jack Zouhary, the nominee from 
Ohio, has the support of his Republican 
home State Senators, and Stephen G. 
Larson, the nominee from California, 
has the support of his Democratic 
home State Senators. They are the 
kind of qualified consensus nominees 
who are confirmed relatively easily. 

Recently we have seen the President 
withdraw a circuit nomination after in-
formation became public about that 
nominee’s rulings in a number of cases 
in which he appears to have had a con-
flict of interest. Those conflicts were 
pointed out not by the administra-
tion’s screening process or by the ABA 
but by online journalists. 

At a minimum that case and other 
recent revelations reinforce a point 
about this White House’s poor vetting 
process for important nominations. A 
number of nominations by this Presi-
dent have had to be withdrawn. Among 
the more well known are Bernard 
Kerik to head Homeland Security, Har-
riet Miers to the Supreme Court, and 
Claude Allen to be a Fourth Circuit 
judge. It was, as I recall, reporting in a 
national magazine that doomed the 
Kerik nomination. It was opposition 
within the President’s own party that 
doomed the Miers nomination. Demo-
cratic Senators resisted the nomina-
tion of Allen, a Virginian, because the 
President was seeking to appoint some-
one from another State to a Maryland 
seat on the Fourth Circuit. When we 
are considering lifetime appointments 
of judicial officers who are entrusted 
with protecting the rights of Ameri-
cans, it is important to be thorough. 
Unfortunately, all too often this White 
House seems more interested in re-
warding cronies. 

The Senate now considers two more 
lifetime appointments to U.S. courts. 
These confirmations will bring the 
total number of judicial appointments, 
since January 2001, to 234, including 
the confirmations of two Supreme 
Court Justices and 43 circuit court 
judges. Of course, 100 judges were con-
firmed during the 17 months when 
there was a Democratic majority in the 
Senate. In the other 45 months, 134 
judges have been confirmed. Ironically, 
under Democratic leadership, the Sen-
ate was almost twice as productive as 
under Republican leadership. 

It is most regrettable that this Presi-
dent has not fulfilled his promise to 
the American people to be a uniter. 
Nor has he fulfilled his pledge to com-
plete his work in advance of vacancies 
and to make nominations promptly. 

Judicial vacancies have grown to more 
than 50 and the White House has failed 
to send nominees for more than half of 
those. Some of those vacancies have 
been sitting empty for more than a 
year. Over and over the White House 
has missed the deadline the President 
established for himself, and today, 
more than half of the judicial vacan-
cies, 27, are without nominations. One- 
third of those vacancies are already 
more than 180 days old and one-third of 
the judicial emergency vacancies are 
without nominees. 

If the White House would eliminate 
its partisan political and ideological 
litmus tests from the judicial nomina-
tions process and its emphasis on re-
warding cronies and focus only on 
qualifications and consensus, the job of 
selecting nominees and our job of con-
sidering them for confirmation would 
be much easier. 

Jack Zouhary, the nominee from 
Ohio, has the support of his Republican 
home-State Senators and Stephen G. 
Larson, the nominee from California, 
has the support of his Democratic 
home-State Senators. They are the 
kind of qualified consensus nominees 
who are confirmed relatively easily. 

Recently we have seen the President 
withdraw a circuit nomination after in-
formation became public about that 
nominee’s rulings in a number of cases 
in which he appears to have had a con-
flict of interest. Those conflicts were 
pointed out not by the administra-
tion’s screening process or by the ABA, 
but by online journalists. 

At a minimum that case and other 
recent revelations reinforce a point 
about this White House’s poor vetting 
process for important nominations. A 
number of nominations by this Presi-
dent have had to be withdrawn. Among 
the more well known are Bernard 
Kerik to head Homeland Security, Har-
riet Miers to the Supreme Court, and 
Claude Allen to be a Fourth Circuit 
judge. It was, as I recall, reporting in a 
national magazine that doomed the 
Kerik nomination. It was opposition 
within the President’s own party that 
doomed the Miers nomination. Demo-
cratic Senators resisted the nomina-
tion of Allen, a Virginian, because the 
President was seeking to appoint some-
one from another State to a Maryland 
seat on the Fourth Circuit. When we 
are considering lifetime appointments 
of judicial officers who are entrusted 
with protecting the rights of Ameri-
cans, it is important to be thorough. 
Unfortunately, all too often this White 
House seems more interested in re-
warding cronies. 

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise 
today to speak in strong support of the 
nomination of Judge Jack Zouhary, 
whom the President has nominated to 
be United States District Court Judge 
for the Northern District of Ohio. 
Judge Zouhary currently is serving on 
the Lucas County Common Pleas 
Court. His service there has been out-
standing and is an excellent indication 
of the type of judge he will be on the 
Federal bench. 

VerDate Aug 31 2005 07:12 Mar 17, 2006 Jkt 049060 PO 00000 Frm 00069 Fmt 4624 Sfmt 0634 E:\CR\FM\A16MR6.131 S16MRPT1cc
ol

em
an

 o
n 

P
R

O
D

1P
C

71
 w

ith
 S

E
N

A
T

E


		Superintendent of Documents
	2016-09-13T09:56:30-0400
	US GPO, Washington, DC 20401
	Superintendent of Documents
	GPO attests that this document has not been altered since it was disseminated by GPO




